mus et —— 


— 
2 


F 


Py 


ma” — _ 


2 


* n 
=: N 


. 75 
* * 4 


* 
* 


Printed for The. Bennet at the Half-Moon : 


e Church yard. Mocel. 


2 
; l 
? - 
F - 
: — 
; Raz 
« * : 
: > 
: - 
: 7 hs 
g 4 F 
£ l 
* i 8 0 | 
2 
_ Y i + 
9 — 
; 1 ; . 
1 
* 2 N 
Ps 


Le 


* 
2 
1 
# 
* 
vu 4 


„ 


"&r 0 2 
* ©: 
. RW 
* 1 N 
— * wot Fo 
« 


ARTICLE U. 


07 he Wet or Sn of Gad, mY was | 
made 2 man. 


5 E Son, which is the Word of the 


of the Father, the 
of one ſubſtance with the Father, took 
mans nature in the womb of the bleſſed 
Uirgin, ok het kubſtaute: fothat two 
whole and perfect natures, that is to 
lap, the Godhead and manhood, were 
joined together in one perſon, never to 


die divided, whereof is one Chriſt, very 
Sod and very man, who truly ſuffered, 


* * for adual uns ol men. 


was cructked; dead and. buried, to re- 


conctle his Father tons, and to be a ſa- 
 »rifice, not only for original guilt, dat 1 


Father, begotten from everlaſting 
very and eternal Gd 


6 


<4 
a 
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An · Examination of the expoſition which- 
my Lord of Sa x uM hath given of the 


ond. Article of our Religion. 


- A. ries greater force with it, then that which is taken 
from the Divine worſhip which is paied to him, he being eve- 


ry where repreſented in the New Teſtament as the object 
of Religious adoration. This Argument, as to the matter 


of fact, is not ſo eaſily eluded by Metaphomeal and *Frguratzoe 
_ explications, ſuch as Socinus and his followers give us of 
thoſe other arguments, taken from the name and operations 
of the Godhead aſcribed to him in the Scriptures; and there: 
fore is eaſily admitted by them; who doe readily acknow- 
ledge, and indeed earneſtly contend for the truth of it, 1 


to the Divinity of our Saviour, is with great. impiety, and 


with no leſs abſurdity denyed by them. 


Here then his Lordſnhips argument ſtands good, it be- 

ing built upon a ſure foundation, firm as a Rock, and in- 
deed as immo veable as the Rock of Ages, for God can as 
ſoon be changed himſelf, as make a change in the object of 
Divine worſhip. But when he comes to apply this to 


the Notiont, and as he faith (but wrongfully) to the Praffice 


of the Fews-conſequent thereupon, he hath advanc d a dan- 
roms poſition, which will clearly overturn” all that before 
he had rightly aſſerted upon this Subject. 8 ; 


. : — 


=> 


a MONG thoſe Arguments whereby the Biſhop 
proves our Saviour to be God, there is none that ca- 


1 


1 . . 


8 : TY) 


: 10 tells us, that the Jews had this ſettled notion among then that | 
Cod awelt in the Cloud of Glory; that by vertue of that inhabi- 


kation, it was called Gods Throne, his Holyneſs, his Fate, = 


called God himſelf, p. 40. That the Fews went u 0 to the Templ, 

. worſhiþ God as . there bodily, that is, ſc heal os hs a 
Corporeal appearance. Nay, they elid not only worſhip God as 
Ne in the Cloud, which to be ſure they night and in 
duty oweht to doe; but likewiſe the Cloud it ſelf. For ſo he 
would 255 it believed, by the words which come after and. 
which we ſhall mention by and by; and more expreſly in 
his Diſcourſe about the Divinity of Chriſt (which he made 
to his Clergy and ſince Publiſhed, of which this Expoſition, 
we are now upon, is but a Tranſcript, tho ſomewhat con- 
tracted ) where he tells us, that the Adoring the Meſſias 
upon the ſuppoſition of Gods Sree lens bodily in him could. bear no 
debate among the Jews, who knew that their Fathers had wor- 
Lahe the Cloud of a becauſe of Gods ing en 15 Dif- 
courle p. 40. 

We pi 1 I could. not — 7 8 8 and. 1 other paſſages 
relating to this Subject, which ſhall be mentioned by and by, 
without ſurprize and wonder; to find ſuch matters of the 
higheſt importance delivered thus openly and roundly ; 
which as to the Fact are not true, and as to the Opinions 
rounded upon them are of dangerous conſequencè to our 
Poly Religion in. general, and highly derogatory to the . 
nour of our bleſſed Saviour in particular. 
-. "006 Rees of Fact here ſuppoſed and taken for grant- 
ed are 3. That the Cloud 775 Glory, by vertue of the 
| Divine Pele e and inhabitation; was called Cod, nay Feho- 
-pah, hitherto, thought to be the incommunicable name of 
For in the Biſcourſe p. 36. he ſaith it is plain, that 
A conſtant; immediate, viſible pelling, of. the Fehovah, was - at- 
cording "to, the. Seripture ſaid. to le Jehovah, | adh, That by 


vertu of. the ſame. Dipil re ence and Inhabitation, the 
0p Soughs Divine worſhip migh "lawfully be given to a 
# 5 Creature, 


* 
- 


Creature, and that accordingly. they did e, the Cloud 
of Glory upon that account. Thus in the expoſition, a few 


lines after thoſe before mentioned, p 49. he tells us, that ſuch _ 
| by which that Creature was 
not only called God, but that adoration was due to it upon that 


an Inhabitation of God in a Creature, 


account, was a notion that could not have ſcandalized the Fews, &c. 


” ; 


* 4 
” 


zaly, That this great Article of our Religion concerning 
the Incarnation of our Saviour, whereby the Word or Son of 
God is ſaid to be made very Man; when it was firſt publiſhed 
was at that time delivered. and underſtood in that ſerife, biz. 
That the Eternal word which at firſt dwelt in the Cloud of Glory, 


afterwards dwelt in the Man Chriſt Feſus ; and that therefore 


thEname and worſhip of God might be attributed to him 
without the imputation of-Idolatry. xp. L 3 
The Opinions which are gronnded upon theſe ſuppoſiti- 
ons, and which neceſſarily flow from them are, 1/t, that 
the name of Go may be juſtly aſcribed to a Creature. aaly, 


That a Creature may be the lawful object of Religious adora- 


tign. zaly, That a Focal preſence and indwelling of the God- 


head in Chriſt, without a proper and eſſential union, was 


ſufficient to entitle the Man Chriſt Jeſus, to the name and 


worſhip of God. And indeed in this manner did Neſtorius, 


whom the Biſhop in this Chapter endeayours to defend, - 


not in down right termès indeed, but yet in ſuch a way as 


we. can eaſily collect his meaning; efplain this Article, 
which was looked upon to be ſo dangerous a ſtate of this 
matter, that he was for that Cenſured and Depoſed by 


the 3d General Council held at Epheſus,” I ſhall ſpeak of 
_ theſe things in their order, yet ſo, as to conſider jointly the 
matters of fact and the Opinions grounded upon them, 
without a particular diſcuſſion of them ſeparately from 
each other. FS, gend en en e e AM 


Wanne A * DIVE; 3 8 34 - 
\ Firſt then it is ſaid, that the Cloud of Glory was called God 


and Fehovah. - This is roundly affirmed by his Lordſhip but 
without any good ground from Scripture. It is true SET 


5 ET 
laid to dwell between the Cherubims, to be in hit Temple, to . 
pear in the Cloud, to deſeend in the Cloud, to ſpeak out of the loud : 
but that ever the Cloud it ſelf was called God, or Fehovah, 
- i Brmed confidently but without warrant. His Lord- 
ſhip indeed hath the Sociniant for his partners in this affir- 
mation, who to W. ken the force of that Argument for the 
Divinity of our Saviour, taken from the Name of God and 
Fehovah given to him, tell us that this Name was given to 
the Angels in the old Teftament as his Legats and Repre- 
ſentatifes. And not only ſo, but if Euedmus: and Wolgo- 
gen. be to be credited, to ſeveral inanimate things as well as 
perſons, upon the account of their relation to God, or his 
preſence with them. Such as were the Ark of the Coventnt, 
the Temple, the City of Feruſalemi, ſeveral Altars which were 
erected to his Honour and called by his Name. 
But all this we deny; and ſay that the Name of God was 
never abſolutely given to any Creature, ithout Tome other 
words joined with it in the ſame period, which plainly qua- 
lify and reſtrain the meaning of it. But that the word Fe- 
 hovah never was given to any Creature, it being the Name 
which God appropriated to himſelf, and by which he would 
diftinguiſh himſelf from all both Creatures and Idols, Eſay. 
42. 8. The Lord that is my Name, and my Glory, which cannot 
be ſeparated from it, wil! I not gie to another. Fer. 16. 21. 
Dey ſball know thaPmy Name is the Lord, or Jehovah. Sce 
eh 33. v. 2. ch, 444.26. This Name is ſo peculiar to him 
that it is abſolutely incommunicable to any Creature, upon 
the account of any relation, preſence, inhabitation or any 
other conſideration whatſoever. And as to the ſenſe of the 
Jews in this matter, Maimunides Thall ſpeak in the name of 
them all. Namen Fehovab eſt nomen afpropr}atum Greater: al.. 
#:ſſemo. Reliqua ipſius nomina dicuntur æquivoce & cum muxtura, 
N lic nulla eff equivocatia urque mixtura, id eſt, uthil 3 
eenmune fit Deo & Creature in hoc nominas. Non igt dubium 


guin hoe namen glorieſum off nomen illud, in quo nun oft par- 
E | „ 6 . of ticipatio 
£ 
* 


171 


ticipgtie inter Createrem 8 ai alind. More Nevoch, 5. x 
eo * | 
The (cond ching thi is here affirmed is, that by ver- 
tue of this Divine preſence beforementioned, a Creature 
may be the obſect of Religious worſhip. And particular- 
ly that the Zews went up to the Temple, Fol only to worſhip God 
2 dwelling in the Cloud of Glory ; but did actually worſbip the 
wy, becauſe of God. reſting upon it, vid. Diſcourſe p. 40. 
That the ems ever 
known and avowed Principles, among whom the Unity. o 
the Godhead, and as a conſequence of that, the Unity, if I 
may ſo ſay, of morſhip that belongs to him, is the firſt and 
fundamental principle of their n. 3 Religion. God was 
to be the ſole object of their adoration, in which they knew 
he would admit of no Partners upon any pretence whatſoe- 
ver. The deſighn of their whole Religion being, as the 
Biſhop himſelf, acknowledges, in his Diſc. p̃. 40. To drive all 
Idolatry out of the World, either the wor ſhiping of other Gods beſides 
= true, of the worſhiping, of of the true God under any bodily re- 
ation: and we may add, as we ſhall prove by and by, 
any Creature, by vertue of any pretended or real pre- 
—— and inhabitation: It is certain they could pay no Di- 
vine worſhip either to the Temple, or Ark, or Cherubims, or 
(loud; but only to him that dwelt in the Temple, ſat between 
2 9 ake to them out of the Cloud, which was a viß- 
25 preſence, but did not ſhate in that Glory 
— 12 e enk reſerved for himſelf, and would not 
part with it to any other thing or perſon whatſoever, v5 
This was the belief and practice of the 4 in purſu- 
0 of this grand Principle, and they could do no other- 
wiſe while hey acted conſiſtently with it. And this was 
their caſe with reference to the Temple, and Ard, and Cloud, 


id thus, is directly contrary to their 


if we believe Biſhop Srillngfieer, who affirms, and fays he M 


hath Kripture and Fathers to abet him in that affirmation, _ 
Wa That —— only diretted their worſhip rowards the 00 


: 


2-4 (5464 2+ eros 
where God had promiſed to bc gnally preſent among them. Def. 
of the Diſcourſe againſt Idolatry. Pp. 702. & 715. where he 
diſtinguiſhes between the object of worſhip, and the local cir- 
cumſtance of expreſſing their wot{hip towards that object; 
and concludes, that the Fews worſhipped God unly towards the 
Hoy of Holtes, but had no intention to worſhip either 44 
or Cherubims, or any thing elſe beſides God, whom they 
allways accounted to be the ſole object of Divine ado- 
ration. r Gi OE Rt : 
And in this he hath the concurrence*of all good Prote- 
"Rants, except Socinians and Remonſtr. (by whom IT mean on- 
Iy Epzſcopizs and his followers) and thoſe who attempt to 
revive the Hereſies of Arms and Neſtorius, who by the Fa- 
thers were juſtly charged with Idolatry : the firſt for wor- 
ſhiping a Creature ; for ſuch the Ariant accpunted our Savior, 
tho a Divine one : the latter for adoring a Man who was 
38 with «he preſence of the Godhead which dwelt-in 
him. | Gn | L 
Nom this poſition as it is not trye with relation to the 
Fews, ſo if we conſider it in it ſelf, we ſhall find it to be of 
very dangerous conſequence ; becauſe it changes the true 
object of Divine worſhip, and by ſo doing, entirely alters 
the notion of Idolatry as it was allways underſtood. both by 
Jews and Chriſtians: and laſtly gives too great countenance 
to Pagan, Popiſh and Socinian Idolaary, by ſubverting the 
force of thoſe Arguments, which the Fathers and Modern 
Divines make uſe of, to prove the abovementioned perſons 
een ien practice; e. ace 
I hall conſider theſe diſtinctly. And firſt as to the Pa- 
Fgant, we find there were ſeveral of the wiſer ſort, who with 
great indignation rejected the Potical Theology, and gave a 
more plauſible reaſon of their worſhiping Creatures, which 
was this. They ſuppoſed God to be the Soul of the world, 
and the ſeveral parts of it to be capable of Divine worſhip 
upon the account of that Divine Spirit which peryaded 


l 


e Ss 


and animated them. This was the. opinion of Pythagoras, 

Varro and the Storcks, as may be ſeen in Cicero de Natura 
Deorum lib. 2. Laftant. in his 29. Book of Inſtit. St. Auſtin 

de Civ. Dei lib. 4. cap. 32. whoſe opinion is cxprelieq by ter. 
in my Know verſes: Eneid. 6. v. 724. 1 
1 intus aur, tavaſyny infuſa 1e u 3 
CU agitat molem, & mo ſe _—_ a RIES 

10 gel 

The dpolagy Vere they made for Wemiziver 1 ths 
take off the charge of Idolatry was, that they thought _ 

it unreaſonable 2 be accuſed of thoſe 2 and fa- 

bles which were invented by the Poets, and believed by 

the vulgar, but diiowned by them. Tis true they did wor- 

ſhip the whole world and the ſeveral parts of it, but this 
they did, not for the ſake of the Body, put <hiefty of the. 

Soul which: animated it, which they ad was God. And in 

ſhort, that they principally directed their veneratzon to that 

divine Spirit, which quickned and filled the Univerſe. And 

thoſe among them who paid divine honors to artificial as 

well as natural parts of the World, I meane Images., made 

uſe of this Excuſe, as St. Auſtin tells us, in Pjaim 113. nw 

boc-vifibile colo, ſed: * quad indiſchiliter habutat, 

Noa « we enquire what anſwers the Fathers made: id 
theſe plauſible pretences of the Pagans; we ſhall find that 
they juſtfied their charge, not onehy by denying and re- 

futing the ground upon which they proceeded, gviz.” that. 
there was no ſuclt actuation: or animation of the Univerſe 

by a er 11.4. as they imagined, and which they called: © 
God : but ſuppoſing it to be true, they inſiſted upon this 
as the fundamental principle of divine Rea in the Chri- 

ſtian religion, that adaration ir to be given to God onely; that 
the maker of the. world onely is to be worſhipped:” that _— 
elſe can 12 the ol 2 of "that worſbip either with the ſupreme 
co uh e Numerous citations are to be = 

$525 ; ſeye 
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FOR * our Writers, taken out of the Fathers to this pur 
pole. I ſhall chooſe to refer the Reader onely to one, 7 — | 
chat is in Bp. Stillingfleet, who in the Book „ee mentioned 
concerning Idolatry, produces ſeveral p pages out of them, 
which the Reader may conſult at his lealure. 
Now then, F union, viz. local, preſence, inbabitation, re. 
lation to God, be a ſufficient ground for worm, as the Pa- 
piſts ſometimes affirm of their Tmages and Crurifir, and the 
Biſhep of the Cloud of Glory within the Temple; "Then let 
any ang Bps Sphiſter ſhew me a reaſon, (that, I may uſe 
the words of Bp. Stillingf. upon this occaſion in the foremen- 
tioned Book p. 16.) why a man may not as lawfully «the wie 
dis, gele- ſabpoſeng God to be the ſoul of it, as the w 
pretended. And indeed if this preſence.and inha- 
92 of the Deity will prove a juſtifiable ground of di- 
vine worſhip, thgn the object of this worſhip muſt be much 
. enlarged, even among the Fews, and extend it ſelf as far 
almoſt as it did among the Pagans, « to ſeveral Nauen of the 
Cx gation. 5 : 
rſt. It muſt chend Hire; viz. chat in e God 
appeared to Moſes 3 Exod. as alſo that of fire, in which 
God went before the children of ae! to lead them in their 
_ way till they came to the land of Canaan. 13 Exod. aly. 
Earth ;; which! was ſanftifyed by God's preſencey firſt in this 
appearance which he made to Moſes in the flaming buſh oe 
mount Horeb, in the. 3d of Exod. beforementioned. 
afterwargs Mount Sinai, the Top of which God made choice 
9, as it were, for his Throne, upon which he ſat, encom- 
paſſed with Majeſty and Terror, and from whence he deli- 
vered his Law 20 Exod. Sly. This muſt daa e the 
Air likewiſe, which was contiguous to the Mount and with- 
in ue precinfts of it; for within that compaſs , as far as the 
Mount reached, God was preſent in an extraordinary man- 
ner. Aly. The Temple in which this Cloud of G Glory was lodged: 
408 W eee ee Sentry, — Is 
| together 
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eee 
together with the Merey Seat which was Gods Throne, 
placed between the Cherubims and from whence: He de- 
li vered his Oracles ; theſe as they were all ſanctifyed with 
the ſame Divine Fab are capable of the ſame Divine 
worſhip.” 5thly, If this Temple made with hands, was ſo high- 
ly honoured, we cannot in reaſon or juſtice exclude: that 
more perfect Tabernatle' not made with hands, Heaven it ſelf, 
(ſanctifyed to ſo high a degree by the immediate and glo- 
rious preſence of God) from pertaking in a more eminent 
manner of the ſame high honour. 1 5 
_. Laſtly, Foraſmuch as ſome Learned Men, and particularly 
Mr. Mead, from whom others have borrowed that notion, 
are of opinion, that this Shecmah, or glorious habitation of 
od conſiſts in the attendance of the Holy Angels, who are his 
Royal Retinue and wait upon him wherever he is, who in 
extraordinary attendances were wont to appear in bright and 
luminous Bodies, ſach'ias was that (loud of Glory within the 
Temple and the Pillar of Fire without it; from hence we 
have, according to the Biſhops Expoſition, a clear proof, both 
in Fa# and Regbt, of the worſhip of Angels; in and among 
whom God did dwell, when they thus repreſented his pre- 
ſence in thoſe Radiant and Luminous forms which upon this oc- 
caſion they aſſumed. And it is with great probability af- 
firmed by ſome, that theſe Holy Angels are called his Train 
with which the Temple was filled in /ſa:ahs Viſion, I. . v. 1. 
_ 24ly, Let us now proceed to Popiſhꝭ Idolatry, conſiſting in 
the worſhip of Saints, Painted and Carved Images, the Cru- 
_ cifix, Sc. The pretence made uſe of by the Papiſts to juſti- 
fy the firſt, vi. the worſhip of Saints is, that God is in a pecu- 
liar manner preſent in and with them, not only by a com- 
munication of his Graces, but likewiſe by a participation f 
his Glory now in Heaven, in ſuch a manner as exceeds our 


comprehenſion: Of which Glory the Bleſſed Virgen in par- | * 


ticular hath ſo great a ſhare, and partakes in ſo high a det 
gree, as thereby, in their eſteem, She is thought to deſerve 
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the name of a Goddeſs. And indeed I think She once had 
better title to to the Name of God than the Cloud of Glory 
I mean then, when the Holy _ came upon her and the 


if I may ſo ſay, the Eternal word in the Temple of her 


Womb, which was there united to our Nature; which Pre- 


ſence and Inhabitation of God in the Virgin was the greateſt 
Honour that ever was vouchſafed to, or for onght I know, 
that ever humane nature was capable of, next to a perſonal 
Union of God with Man. And yet for all this, our Writers 


Pg 


prower of the Higheſt did overſhadaow her, and ſhe encloſed, 


will not allow that the Virgin Mary was to be adored upon 


that ſcore, or that adoration could be 


proclaim her Bleſſed to all Generations, but reſerve Divine 


- worſhip only for her Son, becauſe he is God Bleſſed forever, 


Again, the Papiſts, many of them, entertain the ſame no- 
tion of their Images, Painted and Carved; ov. that God 


paid to her with- 
out plain Idolatry. They Honour, Eſteem, Reverence her, 


himſelf is preſent with them after a particular manner, and 


cular adoration. See the words of (atharinus produced by 
Biſhop Stillingfleet p. 593. out of a Book which he wrote De 


Cultu & Adoratione Imaginum. His words are remarkable; 


That Images being ſet apart by the Inſpiration of the Holy Ghoſt 
for a Sacred uſe, do obtain a high degree of Sanitification ; that 


God himſelf is preſent with them after a particular manner: that 
be ſhews his Power and preſence among them by uſing them often 
| for hit Oracles, And that for the ſake of this preſence of God, 


which ſaith he, we ſenſibly percerve, (and if I ſhould deny that 


I had done it my ſelf I ſhould be a Lyer and ungrateful) Ima- 
ges ab deſerve a peculiar: Adoration. And particularly of the 
Image of Chriſt imprinted on the Sacred Shroud or Sindon, 


and ſhewed at Bezoncon, Chifflet in his Book De Linteis Se- 
ulchralzbus, as 1 find him Cited in the forementioned Book of 


Pp RY Tr 
+ . Biſhop Stillingflaet p. 660, poſitively avers, quod preſents divi- 


no numine ſemper affulget; it hath allways a Divine preſence 
| pe with 


that for the ſake of this peculiar preſence they deſerve a pe- 


rn) 


with it: and is therefore often carryed in Proceſſion like 
the rh, but more Holy then that. oy 
And as a farther defence of this Image worſhip, the wiſe 
Fathers aſſembled in the 24 Council of Nice, firſt produced 
the Practice of the eme, who, as they ſaid, gave Divine 
worſhip to the 4rk and Cherubims, upon the account of this 
Divine preſence; which pretended practiſe, is now become 
the common argument made uſe of by Bellarmine and other 
Popiſn Writers to the ſame purpoſe. Taken up likewiſe 
by ſome Socinian Writers, Enjedinus aud Wolzogemus, to ju- 
ſtify che adoration hich they pay to'Chriſt, tho he be but 
a Ceaure in their e.. 5 
But now what anſwer do our Writers give to this Plea 
of the Papiſts. Why! they anſwer, as the Fathers did of 
old againft the Pagans, that notwithſtanding this ſuppoſed 
+ preſence of God in the Images, which yet they are very well 
aſſured is nothing but Cheat and Impoſture; Divine ho- 
nours conld not be payd to them without Idolatry; for- 
aſmuch as this is expreſsly againſt the ſecond Commande- 
ment which directly prohibits it. That it is a plain viola- 
tion of Gods prerogative, and a high piece of Sacriledge to 
rob him of that honour which he hath reſerved for himſelf, 
in which he will allow of no Partners upon any pretence 
whatſoever, As to the practice of the N they anſwer, 
that they never dreamt of pay ing Religions worſhip, ei- 
ther to Art, or Temple, or Cloud, or Cherubims, becauſe. they .. 
| knew they were not capable of it. All that they did 
was only a direction of their worſhip. towards that place 


where God had promiſed to be ſignally preſent among 


them. 7d. y ðV Ez 
Laaſtly they argue, that upon the ſame ground that the 

Papiſts worſhiꝑ Images, viz. of Repreſentation and Divine pre- 
ſence, that we may lawfully worſhip all parts of the Creation: 
Eſpecially the nobler parts of them, ſuch as are the Sun and 
Heavenly Bodies, foraſmuch as they are greater and more 
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are taken out of the Biſhop. of Worce 


; E of the Late moſt Learned Biſhop! of TE who, a8 
e 


Tn). WA 


lively repreſentations 6f Gods power, wiſdom, and geddaeſz 5 
then any Images can be, which are graven by art {and are 
the works of mens device; ; and therefore can only thew the 
contriyance and skill of a humane Artificer. This way.'of 
arguing is ſo clear, that Vaſqueʒ, is forced to acknowledge 
that upon this Principle a man may lawfully:worſſiip God 
in any Creature whatſoever. From which the Biſhop con- 
cludes; that upon this Principle of Popiſp worſhip, allowing 
it to be true, they may revive the worſhip of the ww 
of Heaven, Fire, Water, Trees, andthe Earth it ſelf. 
The Reader cannot but take notice, that ſeveral of the Te- 
ſtimonies before cited, relating to Pagan and Popiſh Idolatry, 
7 1 Treatiſe, 
which is his Defence againſt Godmyn. And 1 did it for a par- 
ticular reaſon, which the Reader by this time may probably 
gueſs at. My Lord of Sarum in the Preface to his Expoſition; 
Falls the World, that after he had finiſhed this work, lie ſub- 
mitted it to the View and Examination of ſeveral Great and 
Learned Divines of this Church; and among them to the 
in it 


faith: Read it over very carefully, marked every 


that he 725 needed a Tere; and wy ves was 2 all en 
ſubmitted to. | 


54} f FM ; 7 * 


Now if any Man, eder to this IWormat ion; ſhould 


have asked me what 1 thought the Brſhop of Worceſters opi- 


nion might be concerning theſe poſitions of the Biſbop of - 


| Sarums, which I have been! now Examining, vi. Thul a (rea- 


ture upon the account f a" Divine preſence might be the lamſul 
objet of Religious Adoration: that the Cloud 1 Glory was-fuch : 
= that the Fews accordingly went up to the Temple to worſhip 
it becauſe of Gods re ing Lo ir: 1 muſt have anſwered, that 
I ſhould not think able for him to peruſe any ſuch 
aſſertions without Wee his diſlike; and paſſing! his Cen- 
ſure upon them. Becauſe this ſingle Paſſage, by ſup⸗ 
e the foundation upon which his ne — Kin 
ilt, 


=. 


built; vi, that nothing but God, upon any conſideration 
whatſocyer, could be the object of Divine worſhip; 
would have been a Clear, Full, Effectual confutation of his 
whole Book. Me a its 93 . 
He could not let theſe, nor other paſſages contained in this 
Chapter which are. juſtly liable to Cenſure, paſs without 
his obſervation; for my Lord of Sarum tells us, as we 
heard before, that he Read the whole Book very carefully. A- 
gain, Hecould not but know that they were contrary to his 
tled and avowed notions of Idolatry; to thinkiotherwiſe, 
would be to make the Biſhop a Perſon of no judgment and 
conſideration. 3aly, He never, that we ever yet heard of, 
changed his Opinion about thefe matters, or Recanted his 
Learned performance. This would be an Argument of too 
great levity, to ſay no worſe of it, eſpecially in a matter ofthis 
great conſequence. Laſtly, what was not Corretted by the 
Biſhop, was approved, nay it ſeems by the following words, 
2 by him. Now to ſay that he approved of a po- 
tion, and yet harbored an Opinion which was directly con- 
trary to it, muſt be an Argument of ſuch prevarication, that 
were inconſiſtent with common honeſty, and much more 
the Known piety of that Good Man. And yet the Bi- 
ſhop of Sarum proclaims it to the World, that he Read this 
Book with Care, Marit and Cenſured every thing that he judged 
worthy f Review, and his Cenſure was in all points ſubmitted to; 
Here are the Biſhop' of Worceſters Intra Learning and ꝓuag- 
ment to be conſidered on one hand; and my Lord of Sarums- © 
affirmation, which by conſequence, overthrows all theſe on 
the other. Here I confeſs I am ſhocked, and cannot think 
of any expedient how theſe things, ſeemingly fo inconſi- 
ſtent, can be reconciled. Therefore I refer this matter to 
the [Judgement of the Reader to determine as he, upon due 


examination of all Circumſtances, ſhall think fit. 
Neither ought my Lord of Sarum to be offended” with me, 


for leaving this matter undecided, ſince he himſelf leaves a 
% 1 | DE matter 
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matter of much greater importance, then are the judgment 
and integrity of any two of the greateſt and wiſeſt men in 
the world, undetermined; and that is the Unity of the God- 
head, which reſides in the three perſons of the Blefled. Tri- 
nity. For in the Expoſition of the firſt Article, when he 
comes to give an account of the One Subſtance in the Trinity, 
be gives us two different Opinions 
1ſt, He ſaith, A ſany do underſtand a Numerical or Individu- 
al Unity of Subſtance : This carries in it indeed ſomething that 
25 not agreeable to our Notions, nor hike any thing that we can 
apprehend. To this he ſaith, zz zr ſard viz. by them that be- 
lieve this Numerical Unity, of which number he doth not 
make himſelt one, that if God hath revealed this in the Scripture, 
we are bound to believe it tho we can frame no clear appre 

bi. about it. 24dtiy, Others, he ſaith, give another. view of this mat- 
wi ter that is not ſo hard indeed to be apprehended, viz. that there 
Þ are three diſtinct u inde, viz. Father, Son and Holy Spirit, every 
one of which are God as much as the other; that is in other words, 
that there are three diftin&t” Gods. This he faith, ic in good 
ree intelligible ; but it ſeems hard to reconcile it to the notion 
of "Unity, which ſeems to belong to a Being of infinite perfettions, 
and to the expreſs Declarations that are made in Scripture con- 
„%% ⁰ man 72 wart 
The Reader cannot but obſer ve with what caution and 
reſervedneſs the Bilhop expreſſes himſelf upon this Subject. 
One would think that the true Unity of the Godhead, (eſpe- 
cially conſidering the plain expreſſions of Scripture, and 
the Determinations of the Catholick Church after long and 
great debates, in the caſe of Aris) ſhould be adjudged fo 
plain and ſo important an Article of our Religion, that all 
good Chriſtians who are Members of this Church, ſhould 
=: come to ſome poſitive reſolution about it. And yet if this 
on Expoſition be to be relyed on, it doth but ſeem to be- 
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| | long to God; and the notion of three ' diſtin minds, 
vw bich malt; if they are really ſuch, be three diſtin Gods, 
| e 2 doth 


: [15] | 
doth but ſeem difficult to be reconciled with that. U- 
nity. 5 


Now here are ſeeming, and 1 think we may ſafely ſay, re- 

al objeftions and difficulties on both fides. The difficulty 

of apprehenſion, how one Numerical Subſtance can be in 
> Three diſtinct Per@ns, on one fide: and the difficulty of 
reconciling the notion of three diſtinct Minds or ſubſtan- 

ces, with the true Unity of the Godhead, on the other. 

But one would think, that clear Revelation, together with 

the Declaration of the whole Chriſtian Church, ſhould abſolutely 
overrule the difficulty of Apprehenſion in the firſt caſe :. 

and that both Reaſon and Revelation ſhould clearly deter- 

mine the point for the Numerical Unity of the Godhead, 

againſt the Doctrine of three Minds or Subſtances, in the 
ſecond. And yet both theſe Opinions which concern: 
matters of that importance, that one would think the Rea- 

der ſhould not be left in ſuſpence or fluctuation of thought. 

about them, are left undecided. ee Woes e 


Its true indeed, problematical matters and queſtions ß 
doubtful diſputation, may ſafely be left to the choice and 
determination of wiſe and good Men, who may differ about 
them without breach of Charity, or injury to the common 
Faith. But this Scepticiſme is not to be extended to all parts 
of our Holy Religion; and leaſt of all to that Article 
which declares the Cnity of the Godbead. For hereby it will. 
be left an indifferent matter, whether a Man believe that: 
there is but one God, or more Gods then One. And yet in 
this ſtate of indifference doth his Lordſhip leave this mat 
ter. The objections and prejudices. ſeeme to be equal. on 
both ſides. The Doctrine of three minds, as his Lordihip ex- 
> preſles it, hath an objettion that ſeems as great a prejudice 
againſt it, as the difficulty of apprehending the other way 15s. ar 
againſt that: And thus the Reader is left at his Liberty, to 
pick and chooſe either of theſe, Opinions as ſhall /eeme. beſt: * 
in his. Eyes. VVV „ 
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And why I beſeech you may not a man uſe the ſame li- 
berty in expounding the doctrine of three perſons, as well 
as that of one Subſtance? and expreſs himſelf thus. About 
this Doctrine there are two Opinions. 1ſt, By three Perſons 
many do underſtand three ſtrictly and properly ſo called. 
They fay that one and the fame numericMundiyided eſſence, 
hath three different ways of ſubſiſting in Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, whereby they become three Perſons, diſtinguiſhed by 
their Charatters, Properties and Internal Relations, which are ab- 
ſolutely incommunicable to each other, This carries in it 
ſomething that is not agreeable to our notions, nor like any 
thing that we can apprehend. To this it is ſaid, that if God 
hath revealed this mn Scripture we are bound to believe it, 
tho we can frame no clear apprehenſion about it. 
20% Others give us another view of this matter, that is 
not ſo hard indeed to be apprehended, viz” that by three Per- 
ſons they only mean their Names, Offices, or External Relations 
under which God manifeſted himſelfto his Creatures; ſo that 
= he took ſeveral Perſons upon him as occaſion required; 
ſometimes that of a Father, ſometimes that of a Son, and at 
other times that of the Holy Ghoſt. This is in a good degree 
intelligible ; but this hath an objection that ſeems as great a 
prejudice againſt it, as the difficulty of apprehending the 
other way is againſt that. For it ſeemes hard to reconcile it 
to that real diſtinction that ſeemes to be founded in the three 
internal relations that are between Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt; and to the many exprefs Declarations that are made 
in Scripture concerning this Perſonal diſtinction. 
Here you ſee the differences of Opinion are ſtated, but 
without any decifion on which fide the truth lies, but the 
Reader 1s left at his liberty to pick and chooſe, either the 
_ Sabelanor Catholic Doctrine of the Trinity as he ſhall think 
deſt. But you will ſay perhaps, that no man ſure can have 
the confidence to call this a juſt Expoſitzon of this Doctrine, 
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ogneſty, as to ſubſeribe to the truth of this Article, and yet 


mean it inthe Sabellian ſenſe of three Names, or Manifeſtations. 
of God, as we ſaid before. Foraſmuch as the Senſe of the 
Church of England is very well known in this, particular, that 


it is quite contrary to that of Sabelhus, and that thoſe who _ 


compiled this Article meant it in the Catholick notion, as it 


was allways received in the Chriſtian Church, gn. 
But to this an anſwer may be readily framed out of the 
Expoſition p. 116. and the Introduction p: 8. where we are 
told, that a man may Safely and conſcientiouſly ſubſcribe the 
Article, in a ſenſe quite different from that in which it is ge- 
nerally underſtood, and tho he knous it to be contrary to 


that in which it was meant by them who firſt Penned and con- 
trived it: provided the words will warrant it, according to 


the Literal and Grammatical conſtruttion of them 

Here then, ſaith a Sabellian, I believe this Doctrine e 

three Perſons in the Godhead, and can ſafely ſubſcribe iti 
but then by them I mean only three Names, or three: diffes 
rent Offices of one and the ſame perſon. , Tis true, this is 
againſt the known meaning of the Article; but yet the Gram- 
matical and Claſſical acceptation of the word will bear me 
out and be my ſufficient warrant. And here to be ſure the 


ſo often mentioned ſaying of Tully will be Trumped upon 
us, Ego ſolus tres per ſonas ſuſtineo, Boni crvis,' Auguris & Cunſulir. 
And thus we ſee of how dangerous conſequence to our Re- 


ligion, this Latitud inarian way of expounding our Articles 


may in time prove, beyond the intention, | it is to be hoped, | 
of them who ſet it on foot. This is certain, that both Tri- 


theiſts and Sabellians may find their account in it: and when 


hard preſſed or purſued by the Arguments of the Catholicks, | 


here they may betake themſelves for Sanctuary; and this way 
of Expounding will afford them a ſeaſonable:and ſafè retreat. 
- Laſtly, as to the Idolatry with which the Heiniant are 
charged by the Orthodox, becauſe they give divine honours  - 
to our Sayior who in their eſteem is but a meer man, i 


"TWO 1 RN 
if this principle be allowed, appear to be an ill- ground ed 
calumny ; becauſe the arguments which are made nſe of by 
us to make good that charge, are hereby clearly over- 4 
thrown. For, if actual preſence and inhabitation of the God- | © 
head be a ſufficient ground of adoration, as the Expoſition  * 
faith it is; then we can have no juſt reaſon to be offended 
with them for worſhipping Chriſt tho a męer man, in 
whom dwelt the fullneſs of the Gadhead Bodily, that is, ſaith the 
Biſhop, in a corporeal appearance, as it formerly did in the 
Cloud of Glory. And tho by this Hypotheſis to be ſure 
the Biſhop never deſigned either to excuſe or extenuate 
Pagan or Popiſh Idolatry: yet that he had not the Soci- 
nian in his view, I cannot with the ſame confidence 
affirm: it being very well known how large a ſhare the 
perſons. and writings of theſe men have had in his eſteem : 
of whom upon ſome occaſions he hath ſpoken not. only 
_ favor, but in terms of high commendation and ap- 

. 2 This is certain, as to the caſe before us, that their Nola- 
try, (for ſo we muſt make bold to call it) from hence re- 
ceives not only countenance but a garrett vindication. For, 

i this Hypotheſes which the Biſhop hath laid down, and by 
which he endeavours to explain the myſtery of the Incar- 
aatiom, be true, this alone will give up the cauſe entirely 
into the hands of theſe men, I mean as far as concerns the 
adoration of a Creature. For they will acknowledge ſuch 
a claſe and intimate conjunction between God and our 
Saviour, as that the like never was in any creature; 
fo that he might upon that account juſtly be ſtyled 2 


brightneſs of bus Fathers glory 
And if the Ark of old were ftyled God, as 
* Wolkpgen. tells us, (which to be ſure had as goo! 


1 Quodadres mine que perſons: non ſunt, ſed cum eo, cui adoratio per 
e debetur, ita conj! ſunt ut eorum adotatio ad illius quoque honorem 
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it as the Cloud of Glory) and that both the Ark and Thiph, 


T 


in which it was lodged, were worſhipped by the Fews upon 
the account of the preſence and inlabitation of the Godhead, 
as the faid Wokogen. expreſly affirms they were; how much 
a greater title had our Saviour, tho but a meer man, to 
this adoration ? in whom the Godhead was preſent in a more 
eminent manner than in either the Ark, or Temple, or Cloud ; 


or than in any Inſpired men, or any the moſt glorious Au- 


gels. Theſe indeed under the Old Teſtament repreſented 


God as his Legats, ſpake and ated in his name, and there- 
by it ſeems alſumed to themſelves both the name and wor- 
ſhip, which both Fews and moſt good Chriſtians thought 
he had appropriated and thereby reſerved to himſelf. Bat 
the Sociniant have rectifyed thoſe miſtakes under which we 
have hitherto laboured, and taught the world a new leſſon, 
The Angels, as they tell ns, called themſelves Jehovah, re- 
ceived the adorations that were actually paid, and it ſcems 


ma to them upon that ſcore: and if 8 with 
- . 


w much greater reaſon might that worſhip be challenged 
by Chriſt, qui perſonam Des feguloraoma ratione ſaſtinuit, & 
in quo peculiariter præſens aderaz, ſaith Volkel. & cujus longe 
major eft cum Deo conjunctio quam, non dicam Arca, ſed ullur 
etiam alterius creature. Lib, 5, de vera Religione, cap. x0, 


The fame is affirmed in the Rarovian Catech. laſt Edition, 


p. 137. where they allow that many of theſe paſſages which 


are ſpoken of God himſelf in the Old Teſtament, might be 
accommoduted to Chriſt in the New, tho he were not truely 


ac gloriam redundet, pertinet huc locus ille P/al. 132. 7. ddorabimus feu. 
bellum pedum ejus ; ubi ut Pſal. gg. verſe 5. per ſcabellum pedum Arca foe- 
deèris intelligitur. ubi patet eam nomen Dei obtinuiſſe propter conjunctiunem 
magnam quæ ei cum Deo intercedit. Dicitur enim ibidem Deum habitare, — 


ces exaudire, atque inde auxilium mittere. Ubi notandum præterea 


Interpretes, per /cabellum pedum, Templum intelligere, qui uod etiam 
2 E alert =; factum Facri & fm 5 N | peculia- 
rem Dei preſentiam, Wolzogen, Com. in — CAP. 4. v. 10. G, 
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God; (as we affirm he was and endeayour, to prove. m to 
be ſo from thenee : ) and the reaſon they: g give for this ac 
commodation | is, becauſe of that cloſe and intimate Preſence and 
conjunttion of the Godhead with him. 2 intimam illam quæ 
inter is & Chriſtum eſt, tum conjunttionem, tum qua ad illam 
et neceſſaria, ſemilitudinem,.. Therefore ſay they, if it might 
 Zruely. be affirmed of Moſes that He brought the Children of Ifrael 
out of Egypt : that he was the redeemer_ of that Cela which 
yet properly belonged to God himſelf; Cum nes Moles, neque alii 
zantam conjunctionem cum Deo haberent quanta inter Deum 8 
Chriſtum intercedit; multo juſtius hæc que de Deo primo reſpectu 
auta ſunt, Chriſto Sccommodart poſſunt, propter ſummam illam 
& arctiſſimam inter Deum & Chriſtum conjunctionem. Nay 

* Rearus will goe one ſtep higher, and will allow that he 
Eternal Spirit of God which reſided in him ab omm ævo, from all 
Eternity, mas from the very conception of our Saviour, joined, or of 
ou pleaſe, zncorporated' with him by a union never to be diſſolved... 

By theſe remarkable expreſſions of the Socenzans, it plainly 


appears. It. that they do acknowledge a cloſe, intimate con- 


gunttion by way of Fes aftuation, indwelling of the God- 
head in Chrift, vertue of Which he may be truly 
ſtyled God; and 10 what is afirmed of God may be accommos 
dated to him ; and what is emmently, and as we haye been 
ranght to 175 „ peculiarly due to God, viz. Divine worſhip, 


may be aſcribed to him. .24ly. That notwithſtanding this 


 Fonjunition and indwelling, God and the man Chriſt Jeſus con- 
tinned two, diſtinf perſont. And ſo did God and the Cloud 
of Glory. © This indeed was not properly a perſon, but yet 
was truely a ſuppoſitum, and had a peculiar ubſiſtence, not- 
withſtanding the Eternal Word dwelt in, and reſted upon it. 
From hence 1 it will es ft, that the higheſt degree 


y 1 Bbenter SAG Dei $p e furry Chrifto ab ipſa 
conceptione indiflolubili neru 5 5 & ſi ui liceat, incorpora- 
tum fuiſſe. Qui Spiritus ante hane conceptionem, in Deo prius, immo ab 
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adtuation, — of God in a creature, falls 
Gp erſonal union. The firſt the Socinians will 
allow of in riſe, the latter they conſtantly deny. 20). 
That no degree of 22 „ attuation, &r. of the God- 
head in a creature will truely entitle that creature to Di- 
vine worſhip; For tho the Socinian allow a greater, cloſer, 
and withall a more noble conjunction of the Godhead in 
Chriſt, than ever was in the Arl, or Temple, or Cloud, or in any 
creature that ever was in the world; yet foraſmuch as our 
Saviour in their eſteem is but a man, they are by the 
Chriſtian Church charged with /avlatry for making him 


the object of religious worſhip and invocation. Now if; 


this Hypotheſis laid down by the Biſhop, is true, tis certain - 
hereby they are extremely injured. And therefore we muſt 
in all good conſcience, either renounce this charge, or dif- 
claim this principle. * WB 
3500. That if the Aa juſtly condemned for Tb 5 
Neſtorius and his followers muſt come under the — con- 
demnation. For they never roſe higher in their acknowledge- 
ments concerning our Saviour, than theſe expreſſions of the 
Socinians amount to. Laſtly, That the myſtery of the Jucar- 
nation denotes ſomething of a higher and a far different na- 
ture, than the preſence and indwelling of the Godhead in our 
Saviour; The Neſtoriant and Socimans will allow this, and 
yet fall ſhort of a perſonal union. The conſequence of 
which is, that the indmelling of the Godhead of old in the 
Cloud of Glory, is no juſt reſemblance of the uon of rhe 
divine and human nature in Chriſt. 
This leads me to conſider the third matter of fat lid 
down and taken for granted in the expoſition," which is this, 


That the Eternal word which firſt dwelt in ile Claud of Glory, 
afterwards awelt in the Man (hriſt Feſus. 'Ths' Jews had this 
ſettled notion among them, that God dwelt in the Cloud of Glory, 
and that by vertue of that inhabitation, divine wotſhip wu paid 
zo God as an! in the Cloud ; nay to the Cloud it ſelf; (as he ex- 


Preſsly 


preſsly faith in the Diſcourſe cited before) which mur called © 
God, Gods Face, Sc. From hence he ſaith it follows, that ſuctb 
an inhabitation of God in a Creature, by which that Creature was Y 


not only called God, but that adoration was due 0 that ac- 
cuumnt, was a notion that could not have ſcandalized the Jews, and 
was indeed the only notion that agreed with their former Ideas, and © 
that could have been received by them without difficulty or oppoſ- 
tion. This is a ſtrong inducement to believe that this great Ar- 
ticle of our Religion (vi. concerning the Incarnation) was at 
that time delivered and underſtood in that ſenſe, Expoſ. p. 30. 
In the Diſcourſe p. 40. he words it thus. Thzs viz. Idolatry, 
cannot be retorted upom ut, who believe that Chriſt was God by ver- 
tue of the indwelling of the eternal word in him. The Fews could 
make no objebtions to this, who knew that their Fathers had wor- 
Jays he end of Glory becauſe of Gods reſting upon it. So the 
orang, the Meſſiah upon the ſuppoſition of Gods dwelling bodily 
aum, could bear no debate among the em: and fince it was 
-Aingly «pon this point that they could let it paſs without raifing 
obzeit:ons or difficulties about it: and fince we find in Fact that 


did let it paſs, and that the les made no Explanations on 
it, me have all poſſible reaſon to 3 it was thus under - 
This is ſo ſtrange a Paragraph, ſo derogatory to the Ho- 
nour of our Saviour, ſo contrary to the Declarations which he 

conſtantly made of himſelf, and the Opinion that the ew 

then had, and the prejudicet which they conceived againſt 

him upon that ſcore: Laſtly ſo: inconſſſtent with the belief 
and publick confeſſions of that Faith made by the Catholick 
Church; and particularly to the explication of our own 
Church, given upon the Article now before us; that we 
cannot but wonder what ſhould prevail with his Lordſhip 
to publiſh this account, whatever his private thoughts were 
This will more plainly appear, if we reſolve this genera 
account into the ſeveral propoſitions which are — in 
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if Such as 1f, that our Saviour was called God in the fame: 
ſenſe as tlie cloud of Glory was ſtyled God and Fehovah? * 24ly; 
© That the Union of the Divine and humane nature in Chriſt, 
was the very ſame as was that of the Eternal word with the 
Cloud; which was not a true ſubſtanial, but only a Local 
> anon, conſiſting in a Divine preſence and inhabitation. zaly, 
That the Adorations which were payd to our Saviour were 
due to him only upon the account of this preſence andinawel. 
ling of the Godhead. | 4thly, That when our Saviour was at 
firſt declared to be Cod, and the object of Divine worſhip, the 
 Zews to whom the Goſpel was firſt Preached, underſtood him 
to be ſo in this ſenſe, and therefore it could bear no debate 


among them. It was fingly upon this point that they could let 

it 8 — 4 in Fatt [on it paſs 2 raiſing 

ebjeftions and drfficulties about it. Laſtly, that the Fews were 

under no m:ſtakes about this matter. For the Apoſtles pro 
poſed it to them in that manner as was exaitly * what 
theſe former Notions and Ideas about the Cloud of Glory, and 
made no farther Explanations upon this Article. Thus it was 

declared by thoſe who firſt publiſhed the Goſpel ; ſo it was 

received by them who firſt heard it Preached ; and thus it 

was underſtood on all hands, in theſe firſt and beſt times. 

_ Good God!] what an Age do we live in: when we ſhall 
find ſuch Doctrines as theſe, thus openly avowed and ſo- 8 

lemnly proclaimed to the world, as the ſenſe and opinion 

of many, and if they ſhould paſs without Cenſure, of all the 

Learned Divines of uur C hurbbb . 

For 1ſt, I our Saviour be God only upon the account of 


* The Cloud, as the Biſhop tells us, was called God, by reaſon of Gods 
duelling init. And the Apoſtles every where in the New Teſtament: call cur 
Te name of K. or Lord. By which they did mean, H. = 

Fohovah dwelt ſo immediately and Bodily in Chriſt Feſus, that by that indwellin 
be was truly Jehovah. - Nay it ſeems they had no notion of his being God by 
vertue of any. other Unioz, but that Local one of preſence and inhabitation.. 
It being (if his Lordſhip. be to be credited) Im; offible to imagine that. the 
Apoſtles could intend other in it. Diſc p 37. wu 

SED | 4 Go e 


e [ 24 * FI 
the inducing of the Godbead in Him, 4s it formerty/dwed.” 
in the Cloud of Glory, then it is certain that hẽ vas not 
truely and really God, but only Nomimally- and Figuratzoel 
ſuch, by a Metonymy, when the name of the Subject is tranſ- 
ferred upon the adjunct. For ſuppoſing the Cloud: to be 
called God, as was likewiſe the Ark and the Temple, as ſome 
Socinian: tell us, yet tis certain they could not be ſtiled ſo in 
a Proper but Tropical ſenſe, as when poſſeſſor ponitur pro re poſ- 
ſeſſa, the inhabitant put for the Houſe in which he dwells. 
But this is contrary to the Declarations which our 83 | 
viour made of himſelf: for he allways affirmed of himſelf 

that he was the true Son of God; that God was. his Father, 
his own, proper, natural Father, and not only ſuch in a 
Metaphorical ſenſe, and by way of adoption. He doth not 
ſay that the Eternal word which was the Son of God 
2 to deſcend from Heaven and to dwell in him, 
| his humane Nature the place of his reſidence, as 
Feng, he had made the Cloud of Glory. But that He, 
whom the Jews. ſaw with their Eyes, who ſpoke to and then 
- converſed with them, that He' proceeded from God, came 
down from Heaven, that he was Goas Son, and God bis Father; 
that be mas in the Father and the Father in him. 
Now if by theſe expreſſions he meant only thar' 65 was 
this Son of God by vertue of a Local preſence and not a 
ſonal T nion with the Eternal Son of God, then theſe things 
which he affirmed of himſelf were not literally true, but on- 
ly fgaratively ſo: and by vertue of the ſame figure might 
like wiſe be affirmed. of the A and the (loud of Glory. Of 
this Cloud you might poſitively and roundly affirm, that 
it came down from Heaven, that it proceeded from God, had lain 
in his Boſome from Eternal Ages, as being his only begotten Son; 
that it was before Abraham, and indeed before the Warld, for the 

Torld was made by it, and without it mar not any thing made 

that was made. That God was its Father, that it was equal 

5 * God, and in that it and the Father 1 Were one, - Al 

a Tt 18 
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2 
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45 Hun literally of the Cloud would be rank 
 Blaſphemy: yet in the Tropical ſence would be very true, 
- thatis, meaning by the Cloud the Eternal Word which qwelt | 

mit, 
For the ſame reaſon it would be equall blaſ nr Me 
this ſuppoſition) to affirm of him who was born of the 
Virgin, that he was God, and the Son of God Se. ſuppoſing 
that he was onely ſuch upon the account of the inawelling 
of the Son of God,; as he formerly dwelt in the Cloud. 

And therefore theſe ſayings muſt be conſtrued figurativeiy, and 
underſtood in by”? fame ſenſe, as you would that expreſſion in 
Virgil, wherein is ſaid to be burnt; When onely his 
Houſe was ſet on fire, and not one hair of his head in 
the meane time was ſinged by it. But no good Chriſtian 
ſure hath ſuch mean and diſhonorable apprehenſions of his 
Saviour, as to think that when he ſtyled himſelf Goa and the 
Son of God, that he meant this onely in the Tropical and not 
the true and literal ſenſe, as if he were ode nominally” a 
God, ſuch as the Cloud of Glory was, according to the 
B ſoups Expoſitton, pate came] 
His Friends, who heard him make theſe! Lecthvatibits' of 

himfelf, undeiftood him in the literal ſenſe, and ſo did his 
» Enemies. His mon and Apoſtles in their diſcourſes and 

writings do ſhew that they believed themſelves, and en- 
deavored to form in the minds of others 4 belief, that 
there was in him ſomewhat divine, not onely as to 557 un- 
lities, or his relation to God by vertue of a Pa 0 ante, 
adtuation, or preſence of the Godhead: in him, bat 48 tö hs. 
nature and perſon. They ſay he was the Ward of God: not 
onely that — Word Bal in him, but that Vi was that 
Word, who in the beginning was with God, and wat God. They 
ſtyle him the true God, the Great God, our oneſy Lord God, 
| God bleſſed for ever. Could all chis be aſſirmed of the Ch,j 
/ Glory? and yet it might be ſo with equal truth, if the 
Union between the divine and humane nature was no other 


a> 1. 
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a what was between the Godhead and the Cloud, vix 


| onely by way of preſence and inhabitation. 


But bis Friends, by what they declared 3 all occa- 


| fions, had other notions-of this matter; and ſo had his 


Enenzes. For when in the 5th of Jo. he called God his Fa- 
ther, ichen menea, his own, proper or natural Father, they 
took his true meaning to be, that he was the Son of God 
ſo as to be partaker of the ſame nature with him, and thereby 
made himſelf. Equal with God 18. ver. upon this account 
they eſteemed him a Blaſpbemer, and as fuch they would 
have ſtoned: him, in that he being a man made himſelf God, 
Jo. 10. v. 334. which danger at «cop time he eſcaped; but 
afterwards he was apprehended, arraigned and judged wor- 
thy of death for this blaſphe Math. Yb 
Now Bla Heben when it hath God for its object, conſiſts 
in words which derogate from the honour of God; when we 
either affirm ſomewhat of him that is unbecoming or inju- 
rious to the divine Majeſty , or transfer ſome what from him 
which is his peculiar, and aſcribe it to any creature: now 


what was there in the Expreſſions before mentioned, that 
ſhould raiſe all this ſtorm and indignation in the minds 


of the Jews againſt our Saviour? Tis true he called him- 
ſelf the Hen God, and thereby ſaid that he was Equal with 


God: but they all knew that he meant this onely by ver- 


tue of a divine Inhabitation; for ſo it ſeems by the Expo- 
ſition, it was underſtood on all hands. This was a notion that 


— with their farmer Ideas, and therefore 1 never ob- 


jented Ido to the Chriſtians for wor And if 
it were — floay to — ip him 3 could they 
eſteem it Bla in him to ſay that he was the Son of 
God, and God, by vertue of the Indwelling of the Gad- 
head i in him. They might. think it jap indeed, but they 


could not account it Bla 


For what greater indignity could it be thought. to caſt 


n lay, * „ 


8 * 
. 
Boe 92 


tween the Divine and humane nature in our Savior, fo bat 


ons to all intents and purpoſes. For ſo it was as to the 
Eternal Word and the Cloud in which it dwelt; there was 
no Hypoſtatical union between them: the Eternal Word did 


— {a ll 


. Body, and Soul; than to ſay that he iababited it in a lump 
of inanimate matter, ſuch as was the Cloud of Glory. To 
be ſure therefore the Jews underſtood ſomewhat more by 
theſe Expreſſions than a bare inhabitation, or elſe they would 
never have raiſed ſuch an outcry againſt our Saviour, 

and have d him before the Tribunal of the High- 
Prieſt, where he was arraigned and condemned for Blat- | 


4 phemy. Therefore the ſumme of their accuſation they 
made to conſiſt in this, that he being a man made himſelf God. 
Not in the figurative ſenſe, for ſo the Cloud being but a 

Cloud, was made by them (if we may believe the Expoſi- 


tion) and called a God: but in E 
of the word, whereby he might be ſaid to be One with 
which if not true, was certainly a high Encroachment upon 
the Majeſty of God, by bringing him upon the ſame level 
with a meer man, and therefore might juſtly be Ne 
Blaſphemy, and he juſtly be condemned for it. 
In the next place, if the Godhead was no ocher wild in 
our Saviour, than it was formerly in the Cloud of Glory, 


then it is certain, that there was no real, perſonal union be- 


the Godhead and manhood were, as the Article, in conformity 


to the language of the Catholick Church, expreſſes it, 
3 — in one Perſon. But God and man, notwith- 


— this Local conjunction, remained emo diſtin per- 


not take the Cloud into the unity of his own perſon: but each 
retained its own. particular ſubſſfence. The Cloud was a true 


Juppoſitum diſtinct from the Word that dwelt: in it: other- 


wie there muſt have been a Communication of properties 
and characters from theſe two natures to the perſon made u 
of them; ſo that we might have ſaid, be Cloud wat Gol: 


and if this were e true, we might with equal truth have af. 
D 2 To firmd 


in the Cloud of Glory, to be a juſt and adequate repreſen- 
tation of the union of the divine and humane nature in 
Ohriſt. All the exprefſrons which are uſed concerning our Saviour 


of by Father s glory, and the ſs character of hes Perſon 
Heb. 1. 3. That the Ward. ere fleſh, and delt among 


N the gory of God in the face, or perſon 25 Feſus Chriſt, 2 Cor. . s. 


| ris P<37- Andia this ſenſe, he tells us, it was on all hands 


Here it is worth. e to tes; Hai! SR Lord: 


de uſes and — in the explication of ſeveral of 
the ather Articlec. He doth not enlarge upon the different 


the right or — which they like beſt: but he de- 
termine them to this ſenſe, provided they will gov 


"x1 | 
gr d that God was the Cloud." The attributes and pro ny 
both might for the ſame reaſon be reciprocally p 
each other, which would be attended with ck! a train — 
blaſphemous conſequences, that I dread to mention them. 
To be ſure therefore his Lordſhip never did imagine, that 
there was 4 perſonal union between the Eternal Word and 
the Cloud: and for the ſame reaſon he muſt: be ſuppoſed 
to deny any ſuch union between the divine and humane nature 
in our Saviour. For he makes the inhabitation of the word 


in the New Teſtament : as when be 1s ſaid to be the brightneſs 


u and we beheld hit glory, the 
glory, the ber 


as of the onel 
Sos of the Father, 1 Jo. 14. * e 


of the light of the knowleds 


doe in his Lordſhip opinion, fo. plainly allude to the phraſeo- 


of the uud of Glory, that he thinks it not poſſible for any 
1 9 — be ink! nt pſi fora De 


rſtood by Jews and Chriſtians, when it was firſt po 
Word to the World. 


hip dorh not explain this matter with that Latitude which 


Expoſitions which have been given of this Article, and 
then leave it to the judgment of his Readers to chooſe 


ee 
belief (as in all reaſon they t) by the declarations of 
thoſe who firſt publiſhed the Chriſtian doctrine, and thole 
1 we heard before. 
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and that our belief ſhonld be r 


: all Prophetical rnjper ations. Tis true, that the u 
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* Now -this muſt afford © as very Melancholy reflexion up- 
on the ſtate of Religion, as it now is, and as it hath been in 
for many Ages. For the declarations which have been ſince 
made upon this Article by the Carholick Church, are vaſtly dif- 

Echte the account given of it by thoſe who! firſt SY 
00h it, The latter explained it, it ſeems, by a Loral'preſence, 
for the union between the Eternal Word and the Cloud was 
no other: But the former by a perſonal union, which are 
things quite of another nature. This makes a mighty alter- 


ation in the ſenſe of the Article, and this maſt be attended 


with a great alteration conſequently, in ſeveral” other im- 
rtant = x and Branches of ouf® Religion, as we ſhalFſhew 

y and by. However it is but fit that matters ſhould be 
brobght back to what they were in the firſ _ 67 the Fr Times, 
| ulated Primitive 


Standard.” "We have been long, 1 "ore: 
ſtakes, but i it is never to late to r R 
This leads me to conſider more baden His Tocdhip: 
Explication of that part of the Article, which tells us, hat 
mo whole and perfect Natures, the Godhead and the Manhood 
were joined in one Perſon; © In which there are ſeveral p 
that calF for our obſeryation, ſome whereof relate to the 


word Perſon, and the Union that is between the Divine and 


Humane nature whereby they became one Perſon : others 


concern Neftorius, who made a great alteration in this Fun- 


damental Article. Theſe mult be divided into two Fan 

whereof one relates to his Opinion, and the other to the 
uſage which he met with upon the account of it. 

Firſt as to the word Perſon, his Lordſhip tells a, Ns the 

en of the Churth in making” uſe of that Word "was chiefly'ta di. 

— 5 the Nature of the Indwellimg of the Godßead in Chr, 450 


* 


doth make a clear and a very great difference between th 


| — reſence of God with our Saviour, and that of tlie e, 


Pirit which — in Moſes and the 8 cou 
cou 
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 Neſtorms was Orthodox in the Doctrine of the Trini 
therefore affirmed that the Eternal word, the ſecond Perſon 
in the Trinity dwelt in our Saviour: But Paul ackapw- 


as to the manner of 


 Preſen 
rot, the Temple of God in which he refided in a more emi- | 


—— 


„„ 


tonld nothe the Dur of the. Chief wits of che: Chutrch in 


making this diſtinction : | becauſe there might be a much 
more perfect indwelling of the Godhead in Chriſt then was in 
the Prophets, who were inſpired with the Holy Ghoſt, and 


yet came far ſhort of that Subſtantial Vnion whereby God 


and Man became one Perſon, 
Now this ſuperiority of Chriſt above all other Prophets 


| was readily acknowledged by ſeveral of theancient Hereticks, 
who denyed a Perſonal Union of both Natures in him, and 
yet proclaimed it to his honour, that God was in him in a 


more eminent manner then ever he was in any of the Pro- 
phets or Inſpired, Men. Non tantam ſapientiam in alio quo 
quanta in ipſo, extitiſſe putemus. Sane fuit illa in Pro e >Jea 
amplior in Pa Peg : Take: in ens ſanctis, at vero in Cries ms 


quam ag De: e ms 2 Are 72. — of Pau- 
nced by the Clergy of C antinople, in 

69 55 Councel of of Poke P. 1. ch. 13. whereby they endeayoured 
to prove that Nęeſtoriur revived the Opinion of Paulus Sa- 
moſat. which ſome think was not exactly the ſame. For 
ity, and 


ledged but one Perſon, whom we call God the Father, and 
that it was he who vouchſafed to be ** wich and dwelt 


in Chriſt. 
To be ſure this was his firſt opinion, tho afterwards 


he might, as ſome Learned Men with good reaſon con- 
jecture, change it for the Cerinthian Hypot 
ſhew hereafter. But however that matter was, tis certain 
the Union of God with Man-they 
both were of the ſame opinion, that it was only by way of 


e and inbabitation; that our Saviour was: Homo Deife- 


nent manner then in Aoyſes and the Prophets. 


7 like was acknowledged by Artemas before him, — 
Photanus 
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2 Photinds afterwards, and is at this day by their Modern fol- 


7 lowers the Socinians, as we heard before, But the true de- 


= of Properties and Characters, and not only a Nominal, Figu- 
rative, or Moral one, which was all that was acknowledged 
by Neſtorius and his followers. The Church owns more, by 
telling us that the Humane Nature had no true proper ſubſe- 
> ſtance of its own, but ſubſiſted in, or if you will, was ſup- 


1 * 


uſed before, but eſpecially ſince the Council of Epheſus, ' His 
_ XZ Lordſhip hath well obſer ved, Expoſ. p. 45. That 1 


ſign of the Church in uſing this word was, to expreſs ſuch a 
Vital, Subſtantial Umon, as that from thence did reſult a true, 
proper communication of Names, Characters and Properties 
from the two Natures to the Perſon, if I may ſo fay, made 
up of them. For tho the Eternal Word was a Perſon before the 
*Z incarnation, yet he is not conſidered under the ſame formal 
notion after it. Before, he ſub/eſted only in the Divine Na- 
ture, afterwards in the Humane as well as the Divine; yet 
without any change or alteration, but under both reſpects 
continues but one and the ſame Perſon. 


I fay from this Union there reſulted @ real communication 


ported by the Divine word, who aſſumed it into the Unity 


of his own Perſon. Now Preſence, Actuation and Inhabita- 
tion will not expreſs this. For the Ark and (loud of Glory, 
> notwithſtanding ſuch inhabitation of the Godhead, continued 
> twodiſtinCt ſuppoſitums and had a proper, Jigerate Sulfloncn of 

their own. And the preſence and influence o | 
= Spirit upon Good Men or. in the Prophets, tho we ſhould. 

ſuppoſe it there in the higheſt degree and of the moſt per- 
* manent duration, yet would make no ſuch alteration in 
: —— but they would ſtill retain their own diſtinſt perſo- 


this Article ſhould allways uſe the words Indmelling, Preſence, 


the Divine 


Now it 1s ſtrange chat his Lordſhip in the Expoſition of 


and never the word Perſonal Union, but ſtudiouſſy ſeemes to 
avoid it, tho it be the conſtant Language of the Church, 
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Loads ws to ſpeak with more then ordinary exaZineſs, and thoſe Writs 


T1 


ers mbo let things fall mors careleſly from their Pens when they ap- 
prehendl no danger or difficulty, are more correct in their Exireſh 
ons when things are diſputed. Now his Lordſhip very well 
knows, that there was a very long and warm diſpute in the 
fifth Century about the Union of both Natures in Chriſt ; 
that Neſtorius his opinion, who Expounded and Explained 
it by a Local Conjunition and Inhabitation of the Son of God 
in the Son of Mary, was adjudged Heretical by the Fathers 
aſſembled in the beforenamed Council at Epheſus: and the 
whole Church hath ratifyed that Sentence, by approving 
their deciſion, and reputing Neſtoriut a Heretic. If there- 
fore his Loraſhip had approved the Doctrine of the Church, 
one might juſtly expect that he would have made uſe of her 
words, and not have covered an Orthodox ſenſe under ge- 


neral and ambiguous terms, ſuch as formerly were made uſe 


of by Heretich to overthrow the Cat holick Faitn. 
This may be apt to confirm ſome men in the ſuſpition 
(that his Lordſhip cannot but be aware of) which they 
have entertained of the integrity of his Faith. The uſing 
the words Per ſonal or peel Union, inſtead of Pre- 


_ fence and Inhabitation, might have gon a great way to have 


cleared this doubt; thoſe being the Phraſes made uſe of 
by the Greek and Latin, Roman and Reformed Churches, to 
expreſs a true, real, eſſential; in oppoſition to that figurative * 


and accidental Union promoted by Neſtorius and his Fol- 


Indeed a Great Man in his Diſcourſe upon this Subject of 


the Incarnation, cannot forbear ſhewing his diſlike of that 


Epithet Hypoſtatical, by ſaying that it is a hard Word, and that 
Men who Love hard Words, Love lilewiſe to make uſe of it. 
Tis true tis a Greek word, and ſo is 6wogruy, but that ſhould 
be no prejudice againſt them among Schollars: eſpecially 


| conſidering the importance of thoſe truths which are thought 


beſt declared by them, in oppoſition to the fraudulent Ex- 


preſſions 


0 


C337 


preſions.made uſe of by crafty Zereticks to undermine; the 


Catholick Faith. And to be ſure his Lordſhip would enter- 
tain no diſlike of it upon that ſcore, who hath declared fo 
great an Eſteem for the Greet Church, that in the Diſputes 
about Predeſtination and Grace, he hath clearly determined 
in her Favour againſt the Latin. Perhaps it will be faid, 
That his Lordſhip in his Expoſition, tho he never makes uſe 


of the word Ferſanal, yet he acknowledges the thing, viz. 


That by virtue of the Preſence and Indwelling of the Godhead, 


' "the Humane and Divine Nature were conſtituted One Perſon. 


He does fo indeed, and fo did Neſforius before him: but it 
is plain, the latter did it fraudulently, in a moral, figurative 
ſenſe, not in the true and proper meaning, as we ſhall ſhew 
by and by. And it is as certain, that any one who believes 
his Lordſbip's Explication of this Myſtery, muſt mean ſo too. 


For the Godhead, according to the Expoſition, was no other- 


wiſe united to the Humane Nature, than it was formerly to 
the Ark, and Cherubims, and Cloud. And it is certain, that 
neither the Ark, nor Cloud, were aſſumed by the Eternal 
Word into a Perſonal Union, ſo that God and the Cloud 
made but ẽi , e is oe 1 St St 

Tis true, the Cloud (if the Expoſition be to be credited) 


was ſtiled Jehovah, and worſhipped as Jehovab. But a Local, 


N 


in theſe two things. 


or Moral Union, tlio it falls far ſhort" of an Hypoſtarical one, 
will, according to the Expoſition, be every way ſufficient to 
effect a Communication of Names, and Dignity, and Worſhip. 


Here, viz, in the Cloud, there was d H megmar, u af lar 


& ionway, as Neſtorius explained his Union of Two Perſons, 


| God and Man, but no difference in the Aind and Manner of 


Union. | 2 3 
But it will be ſtill urged in behalf of his Lordſhip, that 
he acknowledges a more perfect Indwelling of the Deity in 
our Saviour, than that had been which was in the Cloud, Diſ- 
courſe p. 37. He doth ſo indeed, and the difference that he 
aſſigns is very remarkable, which he makes ſolely to conſiſt 
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in; In the Subject; the Glory here was ' greater than - = the 


other, viz. the Cloud. For that dwelt only in a Maß of 
meer inanimate Matter ; whereas this dwelt in the Body and 
Soul of oun Saviour: And a Soul (as his Lordſhip well ob- 
- ſerves) is a much perfecter ſort of Being, than any the pureſt 
Matter poſſible. All which is very certain, but nothing at all 


tothe purpoſe, viz.-of the 2/nion which we are now ſpeaking 
of. The 24. difference, he ſays, conſiſts in the Duration of 


the Indwelling. That in the Cloud had a determined Dura- 


tion; but this in our Saviour was more permanent, and to laft 
for ever. But neither doth this make any the leaſt difference 
in the Kind and Manner of Union, any more than the Union 
of the Soul and Body in two Men, whereof the one ſhould 


die, and the other be Immortal. So here, tho' the Cloud 
be long fince vaniſh'd, and our Saviour to abide for ever; 


yet the Indwelling of the Godhead is exactly the fame : It 
muſt be but Local in both Inſtances, not Perſonal in either. 
I come now to Neftorius, where Tam firſt to conſider his 


Opinion, which is very clearly, and indeed could not more 


iQ, 


lare ibu, in um:; one poſſeſſed of the Divinity, 


effectually be diſcovered, than by his refuſal of the word 
NNerb &, which was the Epithet uſually given to the Bleſſed 
Virgin. Now if Neſtorius had been ſincere in his Profeſſion, 


and had believed our Saviour to be really, what ſometimes 
he was willing nominally to ſtile him, God 


he could have 
made no Scruple to have affirmed, that ſhe who was 
xg/5070n&-, for fo he was willing to account the Virgin, was 
likewiſe den; becauſe the Mother of Chriſt, upon this 
Suppoſition, muſt be the Mother of God. But the truth of 
it was, that he did Chriſtum ſolvere, diſſolve that true ſub- 
Bantial Union which was between two diſtin and entire 


| Natures in Chriſt ; and, inſtead of that introduced only a 


moral and figurative one, ſuch as might be between 2wo Per- 


ons. And indeed two Perſons can admit of no other; upon 


which account he was wont to ſtile him Seh e dr3gorey, 


which, 


Hy N 
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2 which he carried about him, but not Cod; that is, as we 
have often faid, truly and really, but only by reaſon of that 
„ dias or relation that was between him and the Man, in 
whom he dwelt: and as a conſequent of that, of that e, 
Participation of Divine Graces, and Qualities, which did plen- 
tifully flow upon him from the Godhead, by virtue of 
that Inhalt. In n hog Ro art ap 7 nn 
That Neforius did allow no more, will very plainly appear 
from ſeveral Paſſages, with which his Epiſtles, Sermons, and 
{ other Diſcouiſes upon this Subject do abound. But before! 
produce them, I muſt Firſt lay down the Notion of a Sup poſitum, 
which when it is endued with Reaſon is ſtiled a Perſon; not 
entring into a nice and Metaphyſical Enquiry into the nature 
of Sub/i/tence, and how it differs from Eſſeuce and Exiſtence; 
but as it is taken in the common and uſual acceptation. 
Now that which is generally underſtood by a Suppofitum, is, 
17, that it is the ultimate, compleat Principle of all Actions 
and Operations, which are ſaid to flow from it. 240% and 
conſequently, that it is likewiſe the laſt Subject of denomina- 
tion, both with relation to thoſe. Aclions, which, as we faid 
before, proceed from it; as alſo of thoſe external Actions 
which are converſant about, or terminated in it. According 
to that known Maxim, Actione &.paſſiones ſunt ſuppoſito 


* n . — 


rums. 
The Suppoſitum is the ultimate Principle of Action, and the 

Subject hkewiſe of all Paſſions, tho it is both by the medi- 

ation of the Nature in which it doth ſubſiſt, which is the 
next indeed, and immediate Principle or Subject of thoſe 
Actions and Paſſion. honed ties Nee 

This will more plainly appear if we conſider it in Perſons 
compounded of two diſtinct Parts, ſuch as are Men, made up 
of a material and immaterial Principle; viz. Body and Soul. 
performed chiefly by the miniſtry of the Body; Knowing and 
Conſidering, Willing and Choofing, proceed from the Soul: yet 


% 


it is Peter whois the Perſon made up of both, who is ſaid to cat 
a Bw 4 002014 0/1 e 
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and drink, and walk, and underſtand, and chooſe ; fo the erer. 
nal Actions of Love and Hatred, Fear and Admiration, Honor 
and Contempt: thoſe which bring Injury and Damage on 
one hand, Benefit and Advantage on the other, tho they may = 
be occaſioned by, or converſant about, either of theſe two 
parts more immediately, yet at length are all terminated in the 
Perſon, who is the laſt and compleat * of them. Thus 
it is Peter that is loved or feared, hated or deſpiſed, injured 
or benefitted, wounded or healed, G. 
And this is by reaſon of that true, vital, ſubſtantial Union 
that is between the Soul and Body, from whenee- reſults the 
Perſon of Peter, who is compounded of both. And where- 
ever two Natures are thus united, there muſt neeeſſarily upon 
this account reſult a Communication of Properties, not indeed 
from one Nature to the other, but to the Perſon who is made 
up ef both. Thus the Properties of Soul and Body, tho 
abſolutely incompatible in the ſame incompleat Nature, yet are 
united in the ſame Perſon, and may be affirmed of him. Thus 
Colour, Features, Symmetry or juſt proportion of Parts, from 
whence ariſes Beauty, theſe eannot be in the Soul, which is 
immaterial. Learning, Virtue, Wiſdom; Righteouſneſs, can- 
not inhere in the Body; becauſe being Matter, it is not a 
Subject eapable of them. For which reaſon it would be 
falſe and abſurd: to ſay, that the Soul is white or black, beau» 
tiful or deformed: or on the other hand to ſay, that the 
Boy is wiſe or fooliſh; learned or ignorant, juſt or unjuſt; 
yet of the Man, who is made up of both tlieſe parts, all theſe 
may be truly and properly affirm dd. 
Let this be but remembred, and then all the ſeeming diffi- 
eulties and abſurdities which attend the Pradication of the 
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Fhis will appear more reaſonable, when we remember, that 


in our gleſſed Saviour there is not only a Union of two Na. 


tures, as in a Man who is made up of a material and imma- 
terial Subſtance, both partial and incomplete, from whence 


did reſult a Perſon, who never did exiſt before, but owes his: 
Being entirely to that TDnion. Here, on the other hand, we 


bim in purſuance of this Denial, which were farther indica 


have two perfect and entire Natures united in one Perſon, who 
did ſubſiſt Before, thio not exactly in the ſame manner as he 
© did after this d nion. Before, he did ſub/if? in one, viz. the 
& Divine Nature, afterwards in two, viz, the Humane and 
Divine: of this we have nothing in the number of created 
# Beings that can give us a perfect and adequate reſemblance. 
This Unionis beſt repreſented indeed by that of Soul and Body: 
but there are a great many things in whieh they differ, not 
= neceſſary now to be mentioned: In ſhort, here we have a 
perfect Man, compleat in every thing but a proper Subfi- 
= Fence, united not only to a Divine Nature, but to a Divine 
Perſon, viz. the Second in the bleſſed Trinity, and aſſumed 


by him into the 2/nzty of his own Perſon, ſo that theſe two» 


= were one ChrisF. 


This being premiſed concerning the Notion of a Penſon, 


as it is taken and underſtood in the common acceptation of 


the word; I proceed now to ſhew, from undoubted Teſti- 
monies, that Ne/orius did believe our Saviour to conſiſt of 
Two Perſons united together only by an accidental, figurative, 


which two Perſons indeed are not capable, it being contrary: 
to the very notion of to Sup poſftums, or Perſons, who there- 
fore can admit of no other than the former. | 
This will appear; ff, by his refuſing to give the bleſſeds 

Virgin the Name of dr , which was the firſt thing that! 

brought him under a juſt ſuſpicion, and the reaſom of all the- 
Trouble. and Diſturbance that then happened to the Church. 
upon his account. Several impious Sayings dropt from- 


tions 


* 
— 
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— 
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1 tions of his Opinion; ſuch as, Maria nom peperit Deum, pepe- 
hs rit Hominem, det de, Or dgzandier, Deitatis infirumentum > | 
. For ſuch he acknowledged Chriſt to be, and no other would 
mT he truly be, according to his Notion of Inhabitation. Again, 1 
| Ego illum qui Bimeſtris ac Trimeſtris faltus eit nunquam Deum 
| appellaverim. apud Evagrium, Lib. 1. c. 2. l iat 
1 Now it is certain, that our Saviour Was Born of the Virgin 
wo ary; that after he was Born, his Age was meaſured by 
| Months and Tears. If therefore this Man, who was Born of 
1 the Virgin, whoſe duration was computed by the Revolu- 
1 tions of the Sun and Moon, as other Mens were, was not 
God,, as he faith he was not, and he would never own him 
to be ſuch, it was a plain Argument, and beyond contradiction,” Þ® 
that he muſt account God aud Man tmo diſtindt Perſons; 
otherwiſe, if he had believed them to be one Perſon, ten 
foraſmuch as the Perſon is the ſubject of denomination, .. e. 
truly denominated from the Properties, Paſſions, Actions, 
which either flow from, or are immediately terminated in 
either Nature, as we ſhewed before in ſtating the notion of 
a Perſon : he muſt have owned that what was verified of the 
Man, muſt be affirmed of God; becauſe God and Man were 
, —¼—cꝰa;;i mm. . 
- Now all good Chriſtians, from the firſt beginning of 
Chriſtianity, always accounted their Saviour to be their 
God, and that he could not have accompliſhed the great 
work of their Salvation except he were truly ſuch.” The 
ground of this their Belief was, that the Scriptures informed 
them, that the Second Perſon in the bleſſed Trinity, the Son 
of God, by virtue of an Eternal Generation, vouchſafed to 
deſcend from Heaven, and ſtooped ſo low as to enter into 
the Womb of the Virgin, where being united to our Nature, 
which was formed and conceived there, he ſubmitted to a 
ſecond Generation, ſecundum Carnem, according to the Fleſn. 
So that this Son of God was truly the Son of the Virgin, and 
conſequently, ſhe that brought forth the Man was really the 7 
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nus in his Legat. ad Armenos well expreſſes it. 


7 


If this were not fo, it could be for no other reaſon: 


i but 


becauſe he who was the Son of the Virgin, was not the ſame 


Perſon as was the Son of God. But we muſt have had rw 


Song and zwo Chrifts, which was always laid to the Charge 


of Neftorius by the Catholicks, as the juſt and neceſſary 
conſequence of his denial of the Virgin to be Menues: dM 
hoy dy S dei reg 15 Ger Tv tu Ths myyive megnipivy as Theoria- 
The Inſtance which Ne/torius gave of John the Baptiſt, 
to juſtifie his refuſal of the word $0»&-, mentioned by St. 


Cyril, lib. 1. contra Neſtor. cap. 19. gives us fo clear an in- 


ight into his Opinion, that it is beyond all contradiction. 


| Concerning John Baptiſt it was foretold, ſaith he, that he 
ſhould be filled with the Holy Ghoft from his Mother's Womb ; 


and ſo John Baptiſt was brought forth who had, or in whom 
the Holy Ghoſt did dwell. What then o will you call Eliza- 
beth, who was the Mother of John Baptiſt, myrwvaanrix@®, the- 
Mother of the Holy Ghoſt > No, ſay we, by no means; for 
the neither was, nor could ſhe therefore without Blaſphemy 
be /tzled ſo: becauſe this Preſence or Tnhabitation of the 
Divine Spirit, was far ſhort of a perſonal nion; otherwile, 


if the Spirit of God had aſſumed the Humane Nature of John 
Baptift into the Duity of his own. Perſon, it might, and mult 


have been ſaid, that Elizabeth, who was the Mother of John 


Baptiſt, was likewiſe the Mother of the Holy Ghoſt. Becauſe 


John Baptiſt and the Z7oly Spirit, upon that ſuppoſition, would: 


have been one and the ſame Perſon. 


This is no more then what we may be aſſured of from: 
the principles of right Reaſon: and true Philoſophy. For as 


all Agents are denominated from their 4#ons which proceed 


from them; ſo the Action it ſelf is ſpecified and denominated 
from the terminus ad quem, the Object about which it is con- 


verſant, or the Effect which is produced by it Now if- 
the Ti erm of this Nativity or Generation which we are now- 
ſpeaking of; or the Perſon who was born, was. only a Man, 


2D 


165 e 1 
then the Woman who brought him forth; being the Agent 
denominated from that Birth, muſt be only 4r3gomnu©-, the 


"Mother of a Man; as it was the caſe of Elizabeth with rela- 
tion to John Baptiſt, who was but a Man, notwithſtanding 


the Preſence of the Holy Ghoſt in him. But if the Perſon : 


born be truly and really Cod as well as Man, then ſhe which 
bare him, muſt likewiſe be r-, properly the Mother of 
God : not the Mother of the Divinity, or divine Nature, as if 
that could be generated, or receive a new Being, which did 
-exiſt from all Eternity; none can be fo mad as to entertain 
ſo wild and wicked an Imagination; but that he who was 
God, was born ſecundum Carnem, according to the Fleſh, or 
humane Nature, which was conceived in the Womb of the 
bleſſed Virgin, and to which the Eternal Word united it (elf, 
by a true and ſubſtantial, and not by a local and figurative 
Union, by virtue of which God and Man became one Perſon. 
It was otherwiſe with John Baptiſt, who was filled with the 
Holy Ghoſt even from the Womb, but without a perſonal 
"Union ; and therefore we might ſay, that when he was born, 
Cum eo, fn, prodiit Spiritus ſanct᷑us, the Holy Spirit came 
forth with him; for he was au, honoured with the 
'  Iahabitation of that Spirit, both before and after his Birth; 
whom therefore he did Bear or carry along with him, when 
"he came forth out of the Womb of his Mother. And this 
was all that Næſtorius allowed of our Saviour, who often 
varied his Expreſſions indeed, but never altered his fir/? * 
nion concerning him. For when obliged to ſpeak of th 
Nativity of our Saviour, he affirmed that the Perſon» who was 
born of the Virgin was a meer Man, tho dr3gunG@: 3:opipor, in 
whom the Eternal Word vouchſafed to inhabit, as the Holy 
Spirit did in John Baptiſt, in the Womb of his Mother: and 
therefore when he was born, this Homo deiferus, carried 
God along with him, who therefore might be ſaid mpm yr, 
tranfire, to come forth with him; but by no means would he 
allo y him to be Born, nor conſequently that the Parent of the 
Man was the Mother of God. Neſtorius 


2 


1 


EC REY 


 Neſtorjus his words to this purpoſe are very remarkable; 
J do not . envy,. faith he, the bleſſed Virgin the Name of 


* euros, I muſt own her to be venerable, wiv inv 283, who 
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received God, (i. e. who dwelt in and was preſent with the 


Child conceived in her Womb, for which reaſon he was 


2 content. ſometimes to call her S and from, or by whom, 
fade, proceeded or came forth the Lord and Maſter of the 


World. I fancy, faith this vain Man, jou will commend and 
applaud this Saying of mine; but be not too haſty in your 


= Commendations. Give me leave to explain my ſelf : in Ab wot 


79 af ., om 7 aim, When 1 fay he proceeded, J do 
not mean that he was Born of the Virgin: N im axis mar- 


Sal roluui roy il, I cannot ſo ſoon forget my ſelf and former Say. 


ings. To mapsh Fey Toy ge0v ad200 e Ths XeureTous mighive, meg Ths deine 
20 Yyeagns : To hn n dg uns edewis id That 
the divine Word proceeded from the Virgin Mother of Chriff, 
the Scriptures have informed me. But that be was Born of 
her, I am no where taught to believe. Neſtor. Quatern. 2x; 
apud Conc. Eph. p. 21. Act. 1. e ee 

Nou / from this Inſtance of John Baptiſt, produced by 
1 Neſtorius, which he deſires his Reader to conſider with a 


particular attention, ( irrai da, faith he, 73» 8 ovrdzap) as to 


that which would clear this whole diſpute concerning the 
Virgin; and thoſe who would not be convinced by it, he 

ities or rather derides as ignorant and unskilful Men: I ſay 
rom hence it plainly appears, I/, that the Dion between 
the Eternal Word and the Man Chrift, was, according to 
Neſtorius, of the ſame ſort with that of the Holy Gboſt and 


_ 


I De beato Johanne Baptiſta prædicatur à ſanctis Angelis, implendum 


e ſſe infantem Spiritu ſancto, adhnc ex utero matris ſuæ; atque ita Job. 


Baptiſta Spirirum ſanctum habens editus eſt. Quid igirur > Appellabiſne 
ipſam Elizabetham Spiritũs ſancti genetricem? Huc animam referte, ac 

2 4 « . . . F . N * 981 

fi qui in nobis fuerum qui ad ea quæ dicuntur, tanquam ad inaudita ac 
inſolita moveantur, veniam date illorum imperitiæ. Neſtor. Senn. 5. apad 
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_ animate Matter. 


3 
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AAS — 3 AER on Sb Cas 
1 


heard before; and comparing the Doctrine of the Chriſtian 


os is: 


Foln the Baptift: It might be more pete 4 higher 


degree, but that makes no alteration in the manner and kind 


of Union. 24h, That John Baptiſt and the Holy Spirit, 


notwithſtanding this Dion continued two diſtinct Perſons; 


and ſo muſt Chriſt and the Word for the fame reaſon. 


3ay, That as Elizabeth could not be ſtiled Spiritüs ſantt; 


genetrix, the Mor her 'of the Holy Spirit; ſo neither could 


the Virgin be called Deipara, the Mother of the Son of God. 
gthly, That as the Inhabitation of the Spirit in John Baptiſt 
could not entitle him to the Name of God; fo neither could 


the Zndwelling of the Eternal Word in our Saviour, give him 


2 Metonymy, as the Cloud was called God, if the Expoſition 


be to be credited. And in this ſenſe John Bapriſt might b 
ſtiled ſo too. Joe: prif might be 


5 Laſtly, That as John Baptift, notwithſtanding the Preſence 


of the Holy Ghoſt, was not the true Object of Religious 
Worſhip, nor ever was accounted ſuch, that we know of 
either by Jews or Chriſtians : So neither, for the fame reaſon, 
could our Saviour be fo, notwithſtanding the Indielling of 


te Godhead. And much leſs could the Cloud of Glory be ſo. 
For here was only a bare Preſence or local Union. But in John 


Baptiſt there was not only ev<g«a, Conjunttion or Contact, 
but ae likewiſe, a participation of divine Graces and i 
pernatural Qualities, which might render him more capable 
of, and more deſerving this Adoration, then a lump of in- 


of the Son of God . and he did not only deny, but endeavoured 


to prove it by ſeveral Arguments equally abfurd as impious 
which we cannot now particularly inſiſt upon; and made 
it his buſineſs to expoſe end ridicule the contrary Opinion, 
by ſtiling our Saviour Deum bimeſtrem & trimeſtrem, as we 


Church 


2" 


— be two diſtinct Perſons. Let us but carry 


Church to the 88 which the 1 Heathen Potty: had of 


their Gods, who give us an account of their Birth and Nati- 
vity, and of the Fathers and Mothers from whence they 


were deſcended. This ſhews us what was his ſettled and 


confirmed Opinion concerning our Saviour and his blefſed 


Mother; the firſf he would never own to be God, nor the 


9 econd the Mother of God, which was indeed the juſt and 
| | neceſſary conſequence of that denial. And therefore if we 
1 memes find him affirming. the quite contrary, calling. 


our Saviour God, and his Mother Serbe : it's plain, he did 
this fraudulently, i in the fowrative, and not in the true and 
oper Seuſe; for this he did not only deny, but, like ano- 


prope 
ther Porphyry or Julian, ſcofted and derided, it as an abſurd 


and ſenſeleſs Fable, as we heard before. 

The ſecond Argument, whereby it may be made evident, 
that Neftorius believed two Perſons as well as ta Natures in 
Chriſt, is, that he would not allow / that what was: predicated | 
of the Man, could be afirmed of God; or viceversa, that 


what was true of God, could be verified of the Man. This 


could be for no-other reaſon, but becauſe he believed them 
in our minds 
the notion of a. Perſon as we {tated it before, vn, that a 
Perſon is the laſt, compleat Principle of all Actions. which 


flow from it; and the Subjed of all Paſſions, or the Obje& of 


all external Actions which are converſant about, or ultt- 
mately terminated in it; and is properly denominated from 
both ;. and then this Argument will appear with 


and clearneſs. For as I incentius Lirineufs _ expreſſes. it, 


Ea unitio ſtatuenda eſt ob quam & indifferenter & promiſcne, ea 
guæ Dei ſunt propria attribuantur homini, & ea que carnis 
22 adſcribantur Deo. For we muſt know, that the true 


wy non n culpanda ed Genrlizas qua Dis marrs nid hu 
eſtor ii. 1 


n depends upon the nature of't the Orion. And | 


F 2. e muſt 


F232 237 


- 
1 4 : bl J 


therefore we muſt aſſert ſuch a Dnion, as that from thence 


| ibid, p. 64. 


8" 


will ariſe a true Communication of Actions, Paſſions, _ 
On 


ties from the Natures ro the Perſon; ſo that what is done 


by, or converſant about either Nature, next and immedi- 


ately, by virtue of that Union beforementioned, is transfer- 
red upon the Perſon; not in a Figure, but Reality, ho is 
truly denominated: from both... SID >. ee 


*Tis true indeed theſe things are aſcribed to our Saviour 
in different reſpects, x7! ie A, with relation to the two 


different Natures of which he doth” conſiſt, yet are” ſtill 


truly and properly: verified of the ſame Perſon, who is, if I 


may ſo ſay, made up of, and ſubſifts in thoſe two Natures. 


Now Neſtorius would never allow this, that what was affirmed 
of the Man Chriſt Jeſus, could be verified -of the Eternal 
Word which dwelr in him; and indeed it was impoſſible 


that it. ſhould upon his Suppoſition: For hare Preſence and 
Dnhabitation could never conſtitute them one, but muſt leave 
them ſtill zwo Perſons to all intents and purpoſes. - 


— 


Thus for inſtance, Neſtorius would never allow, that he 
that was born of the Virgin was God, as we obſerved be- 


fore, but Homo Deo conjunctus; nor conſequently, that he 
who ſuffered and was buried, and roſe again from the dead, 
was God. 1 He would not allow that the Church was re- 


| deemed and purchaſed with the Blood of God. That the 


High-Prieſt who offered the Sacrifice was the Eternal Word, 


becauſe this Oblation was made by one who was taten from 
among Men, who was indeed S An, but not dess, and 


ordained for Men in things pertaining to God, To think 
therefore that God ſhould ſtoop ſo low, as to execute the 


Office of a Prieſt, and to offer Sacrifice, ſince he is the 


gn 


m On Amin debe a «ricyow, Neſtor, apud Cyril. lib. 1. contra Neſtor. p. 138. 


ieee xaburic Nt 6 ras 5% 6 Care Th T6rorbir@- 


| dec. Lib. 3. p. 69. 
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X a wild and ſenſeleſs Imagination. 8 
Again. He who /afered, and he who reſtored the ſuffering 
pPerſon to Life again, were not the ſame; for , d rats, 
sx 5 Lobe vd & del zg eds. The Seed of Abraham was yeſter-" 
day and to day; but you cannot affirm that of him who 
ſaid, before Abraham was I am. The one was born in Time, 
the other exiſted from all Eternity. He who was partater 
of Fleſh and Blood was like unto his Brethren ; but not He 
who faid, Whoever hath ſeen' me, hath ſeen my Father alſo. 
It was not God that died, but a Man whom: God afterwards 
T7 raiſed from the Dead. We have hitherto without reaſon, 
and beyond all meaſure, aggravated the Treachery of Judas 
and Cruelty of the Fews towards our bleſſed Saviour: the 
one it ſeems betrayed only a meer Man, and he was no more 
whom the others condemned and crucified. | Cur gloriaris 
XZ Judge, non Deum ſed hominem crucifixiſti; was the Say ing of 
the Neſtorzans of old: you may raiſe an outcry againſt them 
if you pleaſe, and ſay, they Crucified the Lord of Glory; but 
herein you are miſtaken; and ſo was St. Thomas, it ſhould 
ſeem, who when he had ſeen the print uf the Nails in the 
Body of Chriſt, after his Reſurrection, and thruſt bi Hand 
 7nto his Side, acknowledged him to be his Lord and his God. 
But he was miſtaken, ' « 9&2 E,. des bupioximn,! I It 
was not God, faith 'Neſtorius, whom Sr. Thomas ſaw and 
XZ handled, but a meer Man, and the Body of a Man: For 
God cannot be diſcerned by your Senſes : tho St. Fohn tells 
aus another Leſſon, who aſſures us in his 1/4 Epiſt. ehup. r. 
ver. 1. that he and the reſt of the Apoſtles, ſam wirh their 
Eyes, and beheld, and their Hands handled the Word of Life, 
which Word zu the beginning was with God, and was God,: 
iſt chap. of his/Goſpel'ver. x. . 


1 Sie Neſtor, apud Cyril, lb. 1. En... 
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| Sa 1, 5 3. 
Theſe Sayings of Neſtorius do beyond all contradition 
Wit diſcover his true Senſe of this matter, vix. that the Sen of 
if 10 God and the Man who was joined to him, were really wo 
. Perſons, the one was not the other, Smigua *'ACendu x E 
eiue, was not he who ſaid v *Abeady waive is diu. Fe 
who was «mg # dpxepevs, Was not debe, but Seim A . 
{1 5 may was not Gwomuds Hebes. Je who was partaker of ' Fleſh 
1 | and Blood, Was zes ni: dJiapete, but not He who ſaid, 
; = a iwegrd; ͤ u i5egpxe 73y mee · Here is aranafey, x; 6 N, whereof 
the one is dee, the other «rigors, ea. 
Now if after theſe Expreſſions he ſhould ſay it an hun- 
dred times, what now and then he did affirm, v/z. that gñhe 
did not believe d d, two Chrifts, or two Sous, viz. © 
the Son of Man and the Son of God, he were not to be 
credited, > Wen oats wr pes 3 
It being impoſſible for words to expreſs the diſtinction f 
Perſons. more clearly than his ſayings beforementioned. 
The latter acknowledgments are to be interpreted by his 
former affirmations, which contain his fixed and ſettled 
Opinion, and which he never revoked. He altered bu 
Expreſſions indeed fometimes, but never changed his Opinion, 
as we obſerved before. And therefore thoſe numerous Quo- 
tations Which his Lordſhip faith are produced by ſome in 
his Vindication, . prove only this, that he had as little 
regard to Modeſty, as he had to Truth ; upon which account 
he made no difficulty to contradi# himſelf, ſpeaking back- 
ward and forward, as hath been the conſtant Practice of 
Hereticks in all Ages, who to avoid a Charge of Herefe, 
. ſnuffle and prevaricate, ſay and unſay, change and alter 
== the Premiſes, as they find occaſion, bur ſtill hold faſt the 
mw | Ame Concluſion. 94 92's TXT 
* Now if Neſtorius had meant honeſtly, when he ſome- 
4 times faid, that there were not two Sous, two Chriſts, who 
muſt be two different Perſons, why then did nor he plainly 
declare, that what was verified of the Son of __ CO 9 
hk f | EewWile 
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7 likewiſe be affirmed of the Son of God. If it were the Son- 
of Man that both died and was buried, and roſe again; who 


after his Reſurrection was ſeen by his Apoſtles, felt and 


AF handled by St. Thomas, aſcended into Heaven, and there : 
>> firs at the right hand of God; then all this muſt be verified 
of the Son of God, provided that they are but one and the 


ſame Perſon 
=. o 
7 3 * 2 4 ; — 
n 
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Oh, but it may be feared (faith this Zeretich ) that 


Mien may hereby be led into ſome mean and diſhonourable 
Thoughts of God, as if the divine Nature were capable of 
being born, and dead, and buried, Sc. a ridiculous Sug- 


geſtion. The Godhead could not be born indeed, but he 


that was God might, and was, if we believe the Scripture, 
Which faith, that the Son of God was made of a Woman, 
Gal. 4. 4. The Woman then ſure was the Mother of her 

own Son, who was made or born of her. This Son, thus 
made, was likewiſe the Son of God. Here are two Nativities, 
two Generations, one from all Eternity, the other in the 
X Fulneſs of Time; but yet but one Sen. The Son of. God was 
the Son of a Woman, and that Woman conſequently the 
Mother of Gol]. 5 5 


Neaſtorius indeed, to render the Opinion of his Ad verſaries 


the mere invidious, was wont to turn the Concrete into the 
Abſtract, and then to raiſe this bruitiſh Clamour; What ! 
can the Godhead be ſeen with the Eyes, and felt with the 


Hands: Can the divine Nature ſuffer, and die, and be bu- 


tried, and riſe from the Grave? No, it cannot; and his Adver- 
ſaries (to whoſe Charge againſt his Knowledge and Con- 
victions, he was wont to lay theſe Sayings, in order to render 
his own Opinion the more plauſible, and theirs the more 
d dious) had declared an hundred times, that no Man among; 


them could entertain any ſuch wild thought, which they 


2 diſclaimed with the utmoſt deteſtation and abhorrence. But oe 
this they ſaid, that He was God who was ſeen, and handled ;; 
= who was arraigned, condemned, and crucified,” and after- 


wards> 
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wards laid in the Grave; not indeed in his divine, but 


humane Nature; but it was but one and the ſame Perſon: who 
fubſiſted in both Natures. | bh 


And this they faid in conformity to the Language of the 


Scriptures, againſt which this Man might, and if he durſt, 
no doubt would have raiſed the ſame outcry 


e utcry. The Calum- 
nies with which he loaded St. Cyril and his orthodox adhe- 
rents, might with equal Juſtice be laid to the Charge of our 


"Bleſſed Saviour and his Apoſtles, who affirm the direct con- 
trary to his impious Opinions. John Baptift faith, 1 Joh. 


27. 30. that he who. cometh after me, was: before me. This 
could not be true in the ſame reſpect, i. e. if affirmed of 
the ſame Nature, but yet was verified of the ſame Perſon. 
Peter to the Queſtion propoſed by our Saviour, Matth. 16. 
3. Whom. do Men ſay that I the Son of Man am ? returns 


this Anſwer, ver. 16. Thou art the Chriſt, the Son of the 


living God, 7. e. the natural and eternal Son of God, and 


not one who was made ſo in time, by Adoption and Grace. 
And Chriſt affirms of himſelf, in anſwer to the Queſtion 


of the Man born Blind, Joh. 9. that Ze whom he then ſaw 


With his Eyes, after the reſtoration of his Sight, who then 


converſed with him, was.the Son of God; and that not nomi- 
nally and figaratively, but truly and properly. And fo. his 
words were underſtood both by his Friends and Enemies, as 


we ſhewed before. 


Again. He that aſcended into Heaven, was the ſame Per- 


fon with him who came down from Heaven, who was then in 


Heaven, when he converſed with the Jews upon Earth, 


Job. 3.13. To the ſame purpoſe our Saviour expreſſes himſelf, 


Jol. G. 62. What and if ye ſhall ſee the Son of Man aſcend 
into Heaven, where he was before? that is, before his Birth 


and Appearance in the World. The Apoſtles ſtill preach 
the ſame Doctrine, That it was the Blood of God by which 


his Church was purchaſed, 4. 20. 28. That the Man 
whom the Jews crucified was the Lord of Glory, 1 Cor. 2. 8. 
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The ſame Lord who was nailed to the Croſs, was after- 
wards laid in the Grave, and roſe from thence; and h 
Tord was God. The Son of God was made of the Seed of 
David, 1 Rom. 3. being at the fame time the Son of 
David and the Lord of David. This indeed was verified 


er d , according to his different Natures, The Son 
ol David after the Fleſh, and the Lord of David after the 
Spirit, or divine Nature; but yet till the ſame Perſon of 
whom theſe ſeemingly different things are affirmed. © 
In ſhort, we may ſafely put the Controverſie between 
the Church and Neſtorius upon this ſingle Iſſue. Was he 
who was the Son of God by an eternal Generation, the Sox 
of David by a temporal Generation, according to the Fleſh? 
the Scripture faith ſo. Was he who deſcended from Heaven, 
the ſame with him who did afterwards aſcend into Heaven 2 
our Saviour poſitively affirms it. Was he who was in the 
Form of God, the fame Perſon with him who took upon him 
the Form of a Servant, and was made in the likeneſs of Men 2 
If we can believe St. Paul, he aſſures us he was. If fo, then 
all is at an end. The Son of God was the Son of the Virgin; 
the Virgin was the Mother of her own Son, and conſe- 
* quently, the Mother of God: not the Mother of the Godhead, 
nor of the Son of God as to his divine Nature, but ſpeci- 
cative, the Mother of him, who being the Son of Man, was 
X likewiſe the Son of God. 2 £41 1] LIARS: 
XX Neſtorivs would never allow this, as we heard before, 
burt altered the whole Language of the Scriptures, and our 
= whole Faith with it; by introducing two Sons, two Chriſts, 
who were two diſtin Perſons, as well as conſiſting of two 
diſtin Natures. His Lordſhip indeed, to ſoften the Opinion 
of Neſtorius, tells us, that the making of two Perſons in 
Chriſt, was, as ſome thint, from many Citations taken out of 
his Writings, faſtned upon him only as a Conſequence - by his 
Adverſaries. ESof'p\ 5207 © 107 10090 VA IR Tour 
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„„ 
W Here I muſt make bold to enquire, what his Lordſhip 
. means by the word Faſtening > Was Neſtorius injured by 
Wh Ih St. Cyril and the other Fathers aſſembled in the Council of 
' Epheſus, who faſtned a wrong meaning upon his words, and 
charged him with a conſequence which could not fairly be 
deduced from them: ſo it ſeems by the following paſſage, 
in which it is intimated, that he was miſander/tood and ill 
#ſed upon that ſcore. But what I have produced before 
proves the quite contrary, v/z. that the Eternal Word and 
the Man to whom he was joined, and in whom he dwelt, 
were, according to him, two diſtin Perſons: and if he be- 
lieved his own Expreſſions before cited, and a great man, 
more which might be inftanced in, he could not reall ß 
think, tho ſometimes he might ſpeak otherwiſe. = 
Sometimes indeed he and his Followers would fay, that 
God and Man were but one Perſon, and that two Natures _* 
were united e Ha, veg. But this they did 'fraudu- 
lently, not meaning that thoſe two Natures ſubſiſted in 
one proper Perſon; for this Notion is abſolutely inconſiſtent 
with all his former Expreſſions ; but only that wo Perſounn 
(for ſuch God and Man were always eſteemed by him) 
were accidentally or morally, by virtue of that 4401s or relation 
that was between them, reputed and eſteemed one Perſon. 
In which ſenſe a Man and his Wife; a Lawyer and his 
Client; a Tutor and his Pupil, to ſome purpoſes, and in 
conſtruction of Law, are often reputed ove Perſon. Or elſe ® 
Ngurutively, by virtue of a local Preſence or Inhabitation. ® 
But this was no otherwiſe than as the Eternal Word and 
the Clowd of Glory, or John Baptiſt and the Holy Gboft 
with whom he was fill d, might be ſtiled one Hypoſtaſis. 
So that when we find them making uſe of the words 
| bracts. ren? dre¹⁶e V, they muſt be conſtrued by 
their former ſettled and avowed. Notions; by which it ap- 
pears, that they meant not a true, ſubſtantial Union of two 
Natures, but a moral Inion of two Perſons. Here was ac- 
pos 1 N cording 
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3 Bs 
cording to them ie e ur d ia poche ur meg begin wr ivigyney; 
ar” d kl x, leo rita, x3) & h, Which betoken an accidental or 
Fgurative, but not a proper, eſſential Vnion. 3 

This H gurative Unity introduced by the Ne/torzans is that 
which they were ſtill charged with by the Orthodox, and 
is thus expreſſed by the fifth General Council: ade re) 
cresparòs Nizvres, x7! wh mv Tegopiev, 6 r hi, Y Abi, Y rescxun- 
oy, x) © Tegown, Y v0 xeisdy vorrghyorTaa dyes, This with what 
went before I hope is ſufficient to evince, that Ne/orzus 
was juſtly charged by the Church with affirming two 
Perſons in our Saviour, as that which unavoidably followed 
from his denying the bleſſed Virgin to be $:0r%s. And if 
ſo, I hope there is no injury in faſtening upon Neſtorzus 


the juſt and neceſſary conſequences of his impious Opt- 
nion. 4 


For my own part, I always thought that one of the beſt 
ways of confuting Errors, and putting a ſtop to the Growth 
of them, was not only by ſhewing them to be falſe, but 
likewiſe by diſcovering the dangerous Conſequences that at- 
tend them. A ffmple Falſhood may be capable of Excuſe 
or Extenuation: But an Error that carries along with it 
great Miſchief, relating to the Honour of God, the Welfare 
of Religion, and the Salvation of Souls, ought not to 


be looked upon with indifference. And that the Opinion of 


Neftorius was of that ſort, I come now to ſhew. . 
ee ſtiffly and to the laſt peremptorily denied that the 
bleſſed Virgin, who was undoubtedly the Mother of Chriſt, 


Was 9or%x9, the Mother of God; this was to imply, and in 


other words to affirm, that the Eternal Word which dwelt 
in the Man Chriſt, and was the Son of God, was not the 
ſame with the Son of the Virgin, otherwiſe it would have 
been a plain contradiction to have denied it. He therefore 
did hereby clearly introduce two Sons, two Chriſts, two Per- 


| ſons, d  dvver, whereof the one was not the other, but 


were clearly diſtinct from each other. 
| Le G > | The 


The fr miſchievous conſequence of which was, that it did 
overthrow the truth and perſpicuity of the Holy Scriptures, ®# 
which {till ſpeak of God and Man but as of one Perſon, truly 
and properly ſuch. Now to uſe his Lordſhip's words upon 
a like occaſion, p. 53. of the Expaſit. When a whole ſet of 
Phraſes in its utmoſt extent, is very often and in a great 
variety applied to our Saviour, it 1s not poſſible to preſerve 
any Reverence for the New Teſtament, . or the Writers of it, 
ſo far as to think them honeſt, not to ſay inſpired Writers, if 
we can imagine that in ſo ſacred and important a matter 48 
mould till repreſent our Saviour, who was both God and 
Man, to be but One Perſon, if really, according to Neſtorius 
his Opinion, he was Two. For they ſay that Mary was the 
Mother of our Lord : that He who was born of her was the Sou 
ef God, fo that the Son of God might be truly ſaid 7o be 
made or born of a Woman. That he who was in the Form + 
of God, was in the Form of a Man; that the Son of David i 
was the Lord of David; that this Lord of Glory was crucified 
by the Jews, laid in the Grave, and was raiſed out of it. 
That the Word was made Fleſh; and repreſent it as the 
great Myſtery of our Religion, that God was 'manifeſted in 
the Fleſb ; by which ſomething of a far different nature 
from bare Inbabitation muſt be underſtood : otherwiſe it 
would not have been a Notion ſo new and ſurprizing, that 
the World ſhould be aſtoniſhed at it. | N 
The Doctrine of a divine Preſence and Inhabitation of 
God in his Creatures, was that which was not unknown to 
the Gentiles, who ſuppoſed, tho wrongfully, that he was 
that divine Spirit which actuated and animated all parts of 
the Univerſe. The Jews had more regular and juſt No- © 
tions, among whom it was a known and common truth, ©® 
that God had long dwelt in the Cloud of Glory; that he did 
always dwell in good Men, and in a more eminent manner 
in the inſpired Prophets. But that he ſhould be ſo man. 
fefted in our Fleſh, as to be perſonally united to it, fo 851 = 
5 5 WE. RT 80 2 
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God and Man were but one Perſon, this was a Stumbling 


= Zhck to the Jews, to the Greeks FooliſhneſSs, and which they 
* conſtantly rejected as a thing that exceeded all humane com- 
prehenſion. So Ti rypho, C elſus, Porphyry, Julian, &c. 
24h, This Opinion of Neforius clearly overthrew the — 
whole Myſtery of our Redemption by Chriſt, in which — 
there are theſe ſeveral DI which ought to be ſeriouſly | 
X conſidered by all good Chriſtians. 157, The extraordinary 
Love of God to Mankind, which was in a moſt illuſtrious 
manner diſcovered in this, that he ſent his only begotten 
Som into the World, to accompliſh the Salvation of Man- 
kind. So God loved the World, that he gave his only begot- 
ten Son, &c. Joh. 3. 16. Theſe ar&the words of our blef- 
XZ &d Saviour himſelf, in which he doth ſeem not ſo much 
to deſcribe, as to admire this amazing inſtance of his Fa- 
XX ther's Kindneſs and good Will to Men. This indeed was 
the greateſt Example of Affection that God ever did, or 
indeed that ever he could give to Mankind. He did not 
XZ {pare his own Son. This, as it ſhews the Severity of God's 
juſtice, and his implacable hatred of Sin, that he would 
uot ſpare his own Son when he ſtood: in the room of Sinners; 
ſo doth it evidence his admirable Love to Mankind, in that 
be thought nothing too great, too dear, but that he would 
part with it for their ſakes. Since we are thus the ſubjects 
of his Affection, there is nothing too great to be the object 
of our Hopes. For ſince he hath thus given us his only Son, 
bow ſhall he not likewiſe with him freely give us all things > 
= Rom:8434 10 6) 4g 97 007-1 Dh 5704 
But now, if this Son of the Virgin, who was thus deli? 
vered up and died for us, were not likewiſe the Son of God, 


* 


the force of all theſe Conſiderations and Arguments are 
gquite loſt. God ſent a good Man into the World, faith 
Neſtorius, o whom he joined himſelf, and with whom he 
wouchſafed. to dwell in a more eminent manner than he did in 
Moſes. and the Prophets: This might be an act of Kindneſs, 

17 but. 
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but no ſuch great matter as to cauſe Wonder and Amaze- 


tation was but a meer Cloud Rill ) it will in 
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ment among Men and Angels, who defire ſtill to pry into 


theſe things. NES T9 
The ſecond thing to be conſidered in this great Work 


of our Redemption, is the admirable Humility and Cond:- 
ſcent ion of our Saviour, who undertook and accompliſhed 


it. He who was the eternal and only begotten Son of God, 


the firi# horn of every Creature, is content to be made and 


born again of a Woman, He who dwelt in Heaven, came 
down from thence, ſtooped ſo low as to enter into the 


Womb of the Virgin, and ſubmitted to a ſecond Generation. 


He who was in the Form of God took upon bim the Form of a 
Servant, and in it made himſelf of no Reputation; lived a 


mean Life, and died a ſhameful, ignominious, and an 
accurſed Death. He who from eternal Ages lodged in the 


Boſom of his Father, when he came into the World had no 


whera to lay his Head. He who had Heaven for his Throne, 


and was there encompaſſed with Raies of Light and Glory, 


and ſhone with ſuch a Splendor to which no mortal Eye 
could approach, now appeared in an obſcure, mean Con- 


dition, was contented to be horn in a Stable, laid in a Man- 


wont to be. 


| ger, wrapt in (wadling Cloths, as every common Infant is 


Who can think of this without amazement? and when we 
reflect upon the Occaſion of it, viz. that it was all for our 


Sakes; that he was content to be miſerable, to render us 
happy ; to be poor, that we might be enriched ; to become 
ignoble and deſpiſed, that we might be made honourable ; 
to die, that we might live for ever; who, I ſay, can con- 
ſider this without the higheſt tranſports of Gratitude and 
Affection: But now, if he were only a meer Man that ſub- 
mitted to this,-and was thus humbled, ( as he muſt be no 


more, if the Godhead only delt in him as it formerly did 


tely weaken 


in the Cloud of Glory, which W Inhabi- 
5 our 
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our Love E to our gracious Redeemer, and the 


Wonder of his Condeſcention will quite vaniſh. @_ 

Thirdly, The next thing to be conſidered, is the End of 
our Saviour's Birth and Coming into the World, Which 
was tb accompliſh the Salvation of Mankind. For us Men 
and for our Salvation, faith the Creed, he. came down from Flea- 
ven. He took our Nature upon him, that in it he might 
be capable of dying, and by his Death to make an Expiation 


for the Sins of the whole World. And accordingly by one _ _ 


Offering he hath obtained eternal Redemption for us. Now 
this he could not do, if he who ſuffered for us had not been 
God as well as Man: His Death would not have been a 


perfect Atonement, nor his Oblation an all-ſuficzent Sacrifice ; 


his Sufferings would not have been meritorious, his Blood 
could not by its own internal Virtue tate away Sin, nor be 
of ſufficient Efficacy to purge the Conſcience from dead 
= Works, It was neceſſary therefore that he ſhould be God, 
that his divine Nature being united to the humane, it might 
put ſuch a value upon his Sufferings, that they might be- 


come an all-ſuficient Ranſom for the Sins of the whole 


% Ine SOR PP ˙ ds, 

This was one of the pernicious conſequences with which 
the Fathers ſtill charged Neſtorius, that by dividing Chriſt 
into two Perſons, the Perſon of God from the Perſon 
of the Man, who died and ſhed his Blood for us; he weak- 
ned the Efficacy of Chriſt's Sufferings, and totally over- 
threw their 7 


: ? 


prove a full, perfect, adequate Sal ifaction to the Juſtice of 


. 


God for the Sins of Mankind. And they never Ureamt of 


\ 


vit; becauſe the Death of a Man could not 


any other Satisfaction but what was equivalent to the demerit 


of Sin, and the Puniſhment of the whole World. 
a: In ſhort, the Redemption of the World, founded in & 
proper and perfect Satisfaction, could never in their Eſteem 


be accompliſhed by the Death of any meer Man, how much- 


foever dignified and diſtinguiſhed from other Men by a 


— 


8 
divine Preſence: and Inhabitation of the Godhead, except 
likewiſe the Godhead were fo united to that Mah, as that 

thereby they became one Perſon, and conſequently, that the 
Sufferings might be ſtiled the Sufferings of God, and the 
Blood by which he purchaſed his Church, the Blood & God. 
This was alwayes denied by Neſtorius, and indeed not only 
denied, but derided” likewiſe. by him, as it was before his 


time by Jews and Pagans; as alſo by the Gusſticts and 


Marctonites, who thinking it a great Diſhonour to God to 
affirm of him that he was born, and ſuffered, and died, 


and roſe again, would needs perſuade the World that all 
this was performed not in truth and reality, but & twice, 
in appearance only; the ſenſes of the Spectators were im- 


poſed upon, and the whole Series of our Saviour's Life 
and Death, according to theſe Hereticks, was only Deluſion 
, . A th. 

To proceed. This Opinion of Neforzus was attended 
with this evil conſequence, in the Third place, that it ren- 
ders all that religious Worſhip which hath been ever paid 
to our Saviour in the Chriſtian Church, abſolutely unlaw- 
ful. Aud therefore the Fathers always charged Neſforius, 
as they did Arius before him, with /dol/atry, becauſe: He 
made a Creature the Object of religious Adoration. - For 
our Saviour was no more in Aris his Eſteem; and no 
better by the account of Ne/torias. For the Inbabitation 
of the Godhead did not make him one Perſon; with God. 
And it was a ſtanding rule in the Chriſtian. Church, that 
no Preſence with, or Conjunction of God to a Creature, which 
came ſhort of a perſonal Union, could entitle that Creature 
to religious Worſhip. And therefore theſe Sayings .of Ne- 
Porins, Propter utentem id quod ille utitur colo, propter Jaten- 
tem adoro quod foris apparet, in eo. non ſeparo dignitatem : 

ſeparo naturas, ſed conjungo reverentiam ; they rejected with 
the greateſt abhorrence ; becauſe, as the plainly intimated 
2 Aiſtinction of Perſons in our Saviour, ſo they did AN 
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= affirm that God alone is to be worſhipped. 


| aſcribe divine Honour to a Creature, viz. a Man honoured 


with a divine Preſence, and thereby entitled, as Neſtorius 


XZ thought, to the Name, and the peculiar Privilege and Pre- 
X rogative of the Godhead. But the Fathers ſtill rejected 
= this pretence; and with an unmoveable Conſtancy {till 


3, 


Before Næſtorius his time, the Orthodox argued againſt - 
the Arians, s «Ti53s 3 dos nigns Garwregouryrls, Chrilt was 


no Creature, becauſe he was worſhipped by Chriſtians. 
The force of this Argument is quite overthrown by the 


Neſtorian Suppoſition, that a Creature, by reaſon of a divine 
Preſence, may be adored. For the Arzans might have re- 


= plied, that Chriſt, it's true, was but a Creature, but that 
he was honoured with the Tababitation of the Godhead, 
and a participation likewiſe of all divine Graces and Qua- 
lities which might render him capable of, and highly de- 
ſerving this Adoration. And indeed this Plea might be of 
far greater weight then any thing that could be affirmed 
of the Cloud : Büt this, how plauſible ſoever it may appear 
to ſome in our times, was looked upon by the Fathers as 
Ja frivolous and impious pretence; becauſe no Zxzon, as we 
X faid before, which was leſs than perſonal, could entitle a 
Creature to ſhare with God in the Honors paid to him; 1o 
that the Perſon in whom the Worſhip was ultimately ter- 


minated, was truly and not #minally only God. Cognoſcunt 
Ariani, ſaith Athanaſius Epiſt. ad Adelphium, nos qui Deum 


| in carne adoramus, à urioua esu up 4Md Toy rien üb 
Luo 70 Kr 07 dt. 4 | „ | | 


St. Baſil and Nazianzen {till argue at the fame rate. Cum 


Chriſtum adoramus, Deum eſſe 'illum fateamur non creaturam, 
X won Som Texowrnm, And at the fame rate did St.C -yrzl and his 
Followers argue againſt Neſtorins. His. adoro apparentem 


| propter occultum, aſſumptum propter aſſumentem, as we heard 


before, they rejected with indignation ; and againſt. all the 
attempts made by Arius and Neftorius, to introduce [dolatry- 
Wh! IM. "WS. . - 
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into the Chriſtian Church, thoſe great and good Men be- 
forementioned till oppoſed as an impregnable Bulwark, 
what was urged by our Saviour againſt the Temptation 
of the Devil, 7hou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and him 
only ſhalt thou ſerve. ll 92s ö 1 
As this was the ſenſe of the Fathers of old, ſo all good 
Chriſtians, and particularly our Proteſtant Writers, declare 
it to be theirs, in their Writings againſt the Papiffs. For 
_ WM as theſe latter have revived the ſame pretences for the 
7 © Worſhipping of Saints and Images, as the Ne/torzans made 
| - * uſe of old, wit. a divine Preſence and Tnhabitation ; fo our 
. Mriters make uſe of the fame Arguments to confute Popiſb, 
|. as the Fathers did Neftorian Idolatry; particularly the late 
. Biſhop of Worceſter, in the Book ſo often before mentioned, 
| cites and approves of the Teſtimonies of the Fathers againſt 
1 the Arians, and of St. Cyril againſt Neſtorian Idolatry. And 
Always contends in oppoſition to the Arguments of the 
= Papiſts, taken from the pretended Worſhip given by the 
Jem, to the Temple, Ark, Cherubims, by reaſon of a divine 
Preſence ; that no ſuch Preſence or Conjunction, or any Union 
* ' Teſs than perſonal to the Godhead, will entitle a Creature to 
divine Worſhip. That the humane Nature of Chriſt is not 
otherwiſe to be adored then as it is united to the Divinity by 
a true hypoſtatical Union ; becauſe thereby the Worſhip is ulti- 
mately terminated in God, And that the Chriſtian Church 
always believed that Chrif? could only le the Object of our 
Adoration as he was God. This he repeats again and again. 


ts. 
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fl By all which it is evident, that if that learned Prelate 
1 | always ſpoke conſiſtently with himſelf, he could not approve 
mL... of thoſe poſit ions beforementioned, laid down in the Expo- 
| ftction and Diſcourſe, viz. that an Indwelling of the Godhead 

1! in a Creature gives it a juſt Title to the Name of God, and 
* that Adoration will become due to it upon that ſcore. And 
[| that the Jews of old worſhipped the Cloud of Glory becauſe of 
li : 
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Gid's reſting upon it. For, to ſay that the Eternal Word 


Was hypoſtatically united to the Cloud, I believe will by moſt 


be accounted Blaſphemy, To worthip it without ſuch a per- 


ſonal Union, 1n the Judgment of the Biſhop, muſt be plain 


Tdolatry. | 8 
Laſtly, The laſt pernicious conſequence of Neſtorius his 
Opinion was, that by denying the Lncarnation and Birth of 


I. | the Son of God, he overthrew the whole Chriſtian Faith, 
and the whole Oeconomy of Man's Salvation. And this 
= was particularly laid to his Charge by the Fathers aſſembled 


in the Council of Epheſus. For at the opening of the Synod, 


they laid the Nicene Creed before the Aſſembly, and then 


they ſhewed that Neſtorius, by denying the Virgin to be 
the Mother of God, denied the Faith in all the parts of it, 


as it was eſtabliſhed in that, and in the Apoſtles Creed before it. 
ln the Apo/tes Creed, we are inſtructed to Believe in Jeſus 


Chrif the only Son of God; this Title is enlarged with a more 
full and explicit acknowledgment of his Divinity in the 
Nicene Creed, where this only begotten Son, begotten of his 

Father before all Worlds, is ſaid to be God of God, very God 
of very God, -begotten not made, of one aud the ſame Subſtance 
with his Father. This only begotten Son, born before all 
Worlds, for us Men and for our Salvation came down from 
Heaven, and was incarnate by the Holy Ghoſt of the Virgin 
Mary, and was made Man, not only preſent with, and joined 
to a Man, but really made Man. And if God was thus made 
Man, by a true, proper Conception and Birth, then it is 
certain, that this Man thereby became God; not indeed by 


a change and tranſmutation of Natures, nor only by Adop- 


tion and Grace, but by a true, ſubſtantial Union of two Natures 


in one Perſon, _ _ , 
Now if Neſtorius had truly believed the Doctrine con- 
tained in theſe Creeds, the Controverſie between him and 
the Church would ſoon have been decided. For, was not 
the Eternal Son of God begotten of his Father before all 
: at 0 | H 2 Worlds, - 


3 
Worlds, conceived likewiſe of the Holy Ghoſt, and born of th 
Virgin Marys the Creed faith he was. Was not he that was 

Born of the Virgin her Son? yes ſure, this cannot be denied. 
Was not ſhe then the Mother of her own Son? this can as 
little be doubted of as the other. Laſtly, Was not this 
Son of God, thus begotten of his Father before all times, 
and born of his Mother in the Fulneſs of Time, the true and 
Eternal God“ yes, the Creed faith he was. God of God, and 
to take away all fraudulent and figurative _ Expoſitions of 
that Word, it ſays further, that he was very God of very 
God. Doth it not then follow from all this, that ſhe wo- 
was the Mother of this Son, was likewiſe the Mother of Go? 
no Man can be fo ſenſeleſs as not to ſee the neceſſary con- 
nection between all theſe; and conſequently, Næſforius his 
denial of this was founded not in his Ignorance, but Infidelity, 
and obſtinate denial of this great and fundamental Article 
of the Creed, viz. that the Son of God was born of, and. there- 

by became the Son of the bleſſed Virgin. This. was the My- 
ſtery of the Incarnation which he Tie and derided; and 
argued againſt it as a thing that was both abſurd and im- 
poſſible; becauſe if the Son was thus incarnate, the whole 

Trinity muſt be ſo too, in his Opinion. For thus he ob- 

ected againſt the Incarnation, as his Friend Acacius of Me- 
litene informed 7 Council of Epheſus at the firſt opening of 

Ji ß CO 5 

Noa by denying this one Article, he did deny all the 

reſt, and thereby ſubverted the whole Chriſtian Faith ; as 
John Eaſjan truly laid it to his Charge. For ſuch is the ne- 
ceſſary connection between the parts of our holy Religion, 

I mean the eſſential and fundamental Articles of it, that ge 

- who denies one, muſt reject all the reſt. He who was be- 
- _ gotten of God, was born of the Virgin: He who was thus 
born, ſuffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead and 
buried. Oh, faith Neſtorius, I am not able to bear theſe 
Sayings, they offend, nay, they wound my Ears at the men- 


tion 


—— 


— 


8 1 8 
tion of them. What! to ſay that God was Zorn, and ſuffered) 
and died, this is Plaza auditus met, vulnus aurium mearum. 
But Neſtorius was not the firſt that thewed his diſlike of 
theſe Sayings; Fews and Feathens long betore were equally _ 
feandalized at them. They were to the one, a Stumbling- 
block ; and to the others, FooliſhneſS. But we are not aſhamed 
either of the Birth or Death of the Son of God; which no 
Chriſtian will diſown ; neither can they deny, but they muſt 
e turn Apoſtates, and renounce the whole Chriſtian 
Faith. 3 81 | 

With this Apaſtacy the beforenamed Caſſian charges Ne- 
forius, Lib. 6. de Incarn. Dom. cap. 17. By denying the Son, 
faith he, hon dof? deny the Father; for he who denies him 
who was begotten, at the ſame time denies him of whom he 
was begotten. Again. By denying him who was born in the 
Fleſh, thou dloft deny him who was born after the Spirit, viz. 
by an eternal Generation: becauſe” it was the fame Perſon, 
who being begotten of God, ſubmitted to a fecond Nati- 
vity, and was afterwards born of a Woman. Now, by not 
believing him to be born, thou muſt at the ſame time not believe 
that he ſuffered. By denying his Paſſion, what now remains. 
but that thou deny his Reſurrection; for none but he that (ſubs. 
mitted to Death could be raiſed from the dead. Phe con- 
ſequence of this is, that by denying his Reſurrection, thou 
miſt diſown his Aſcenſion into Heaven ; becauſe he that aſcend- 
ed is the ſame with him that deſcended firſt into the lower 
parts of the Earth. And in the conclufion he thus expoſtu- 
lates the matter with this Heretick: * Quantum in te eſt, 
4s far as in thee lies thou wouldeſt not have it believed that 
\ Ebrift roſe from the Dead, or is aſcended into Heaven, or fits: 

RIS. 6 e 


I Ergo quantum in te eſt, Dominus Jeſus Chriſtus neque ab inferis reſur- 
rexit, neque cœlum aſcendit, neque ad dextram Dei Patris ſedet, neque ad: 
illum qui expectatur examinationis ultimæ diem veniet, nec vivos ac mor 


-  Incelligis- 


mos judicabir.. 


att the right hand of God, or ſhall from thence; at the laſt dag 
come to judge the Quick and the Dead. And now dareſt thin 
continue in the Church, and account thy ſelf a Prieſt and Biſhop 
in it, who thus impiouſly denieſt thoſe Doctrines, upon the Pro- 
fefſion, and for the defence of which thou didſt receive thy i 
"Prieſtly and Biſhoply Office o cap. 18. And in the 10th chap. MR 
of the ſame Book, he upbraids him with his Infidelity in a M8 
greater ſharpneſs and ſeverity of Style. What haſt thou to do 
zu the Catholick Church, who doſt thus prevaricate in the Ca» 
tholick Faith> Why duaſt thou with thy preſence pollute. the 
Aſſemblies of God's People, who denieſt the Faith that is common 
to them all? And dareſt thou yet ſtand at the Altar, aſcend 
the Tribunal, and from thence expoſe impudentiſſimum ac per- 
fidiſſimum os tuum, thy moſt impudent and perfidious Forehead 
to the view of the Aſſembly Dareſt thou aſſume the Hour 
| of the Prieſthood, fit down in the Biſhop's Chair, and profeſs 
= thy ſelf a Maſter aud Iuſtructor of others who art ignorant 
| of, or, which is worſe, denieſt the fir/# Frinciples of the Ora- 
| cles of God; (and with them God himſelf ) For ſuch theſe 
Articles of our Creed have always been eſteemed. Wes 


: . 


| Perhaps it will be thought by ſome, that it was too 
1 great a preſumption in Fo. Caſſiau, who was but a Presbyter, 
| thus to oppoſe, and treat thus roughly, ſo great a. Prelate as | 
1 Neſtorius. But here it is to be remembred, that the matter | 
it in diſpute between them was not a Trifle, or a doubtful pro» | 
|  blematical Queſtion, about which Men might ſafely differ: 
ij But it was a fundamental Article of our Religion, the denial 
11 Intelligis itaque & infelix & furioſa perverſitas, evacuaſſe te penitus omnem 
= - Symboli fidem, omnem ſpei ſacramentique virtutem? Er in Ecclefia inſuper 
1 Kare auſus es & eſſe te ſacerdotem putas, cum omnia illa denegaveris per quæ 

1 ſacerdos eſſe cæpiſti ? Lib. 6. cap. 18. | 

_— : Quid facis in Eccleſia Catholica, Catholicorum prævaricator? Cur 

= cetum populi polluis, qui fidem populi denegaſti? Inſuper, & conſiſtere 

7 in altario; & conſcendere tribunal, & offerre impudentiſſimum ac perfidiſſi- 

f mum os tuum populo Dei auſus es, occupare cathedram præſumere ſacer- 
dotium, profiteri Magiſtrum? © inſania, o furor, Doctorem te & Epiſco- 

þ pum putas, Cum eum ipſum Deum deneges, cujus te adſeras Sacerdotem ? 

I! cap. 10. &Jufd, lib. iy Ce Op | : 
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e 
of which did, by an immediate and neceſſary conſequence; 
ſubvert the whole Chriſtian Faith. This then was a point 
in which every Man who was called by the Name of Chriſt 
had an Intereſt, and which every one therefore ſhould, to 
the utmoſt of his power, defend againſt all fuch ho- 
either * openly oppoſe, or ſecre/ly endeavour to undermine it. 
And this he may do without ſoftening the matter with 
Apologies and Excuſes, as if he were aſhamed or afraid to 
profeſs, and to his power maintain the Goſpel of 
WWA | 7 | 
| 2dly, We are to conſider, that ſuch is the malignant na- 
ture of Hereſie, and the Infamy that juſtly attends it, that it 
takes away all that reſpect, which a Man's Place, Function 
or Character would otherwiſe entitle him to. It degrades. 
a Man from his high Station, puts him upon the fame level 
with every ordinary Perſon ; and he may be treated likewiſe 
in the fame manner; I mean without thoſe Excuſes or Pre- 
faces of reſpect which otherwiſe his place might juſtly call 
for. Every Heretick, according to St. Paul, Tit. 3. 11. is 
eu mnie, fel-condemned. This is particularly true with: 
relation to the Sacerdotal or Epiſcopal Ofce':: Here, viz. in 
the caſe of Heretical pravity, the Authority is quite loſt. 


He who is. infected with it pronounces his own. Sentence, 


before the Cenſures of the Church paſs upon him: So that 
| he cannot take it amiſs, if thoſe who are otherwiſe his Infe- 
riors, attack him with the ſame freedom as they would a: 


= wilgar Heretick, 


This we find was the Practice of the Ancient Church, Preſ- 

byters oppoſed the Innovations of the Faith when made by 
Biſhops, and were not then, according to the Language of 
our times, ſtiled Haughiy and Iuſolent, or proclaimed Enc-- 
mies to public Peace and Order, for fo doing. On the other 
hand, they treated ſuch Hereticts with that Severity which: 
they deſerved, and their freedom was allowed by the n ; 
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and they applauded for it. When Paulus 1 Samoſatenus pub- 
4iſhed his Opinions againſt the Divinity of our Saviour, it 
was followed by an Uproar of the whole Body of the Clergy; 
Biſhops, Priefts, and Deacons, to a very great Number, aſſem- 
bled at Ant ioch, to put a ſtop to this growing miſchief. And 
When his Errors were fully made to. appear, they no longer 
treated him as a Paſtor, but conſidered, and fell upon him 
as they would upon a Wolf or a Tyger, who inſtead of feed- 
Ang, deſtroyed and devoured his Flock, © G 


For ſome time, it is true, he prevaricated, and by ſeveral 
fraudulent Arts and Devices, after the manner of Hereticks, he 
impoſed upon the Piety and charitable temper of FR 
learned and eminent Biſhops there aſſembled. But at a ſecon 
Meeting at Antioch, his Errors were fully detected, his Arti- 
fices laid open, and he himſelf was in the concluſion, as he 
deſerved, condemned and depoſed by the Council. This 
detection was chiefly owing to the Sagacity and Labours of 
Malchion, 2 a learned Prieſt of Antioch; who was ſo far from 
being cenſured for this his oppoſition to his Biſpop, that his 
Name ſtands upon Record in the Annals of the Church; 
and he is tranſmitted down with an honourable Character 
to our times; fo that whereever this Story of Paulus Samo- 
ſatenus is told, that likewife which Malchion did, i. e. the Zeal, 
Wiſdom and Learning which he ſhewed in detecting and 
confuting his Heretical Opinions, is likewiſe told for a memo- 
rial of him. . | | ***V 
And it is very remarkable, that the Opinion condemned 
in Paul at Antioch is in a manner the ſame with that which 
was cenſured in Neſtorius at Epheſus. For as Biſhop Stil- 


_- Ting fleet obſerves in his Vindication of the Trinity, p. 35. 
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Paul made uſe of all the arts to diſguiſe himſelf that he could; 
and when he found the making Chriſt to be a meer Man would 
not be endured, he went from the Ebionite to the Cerinthian 
- Herefie, affirming that the wiyes did dwell in him, and that 
there were two Perſons in Chriſt; one Divine, and the other 
Humane and two Sons, the one by Nature, the Son of God who 
had a Pre-exiſtence ; the other, the Son of David, who had no 


= Exiſtence before his Birth. This is the Opinion which 


Dyoniſius of Alexandria, in an Epiſtle to the Church of An- 
tioch, ſets himſelf againſt, as that which was affirmed by 
Paul. Some learned Men, ſuch as Yaleftus, Dr. Cave, Dupine, 
do not think this Epiſtle genuine, and from the Expreſſions 
in it relating to the two Natures in Chriſt, think it was writ 
after the Hereſie of Neſtorius. But as the Biſbop well ob- 
ſerves, that was no New FHerefre, as appears by the Cerm- 
thians; and it was that which Paulus fled to as the more 
plauſible : which is confirmed not only by that Epiſtle of 
Dionyſius, but likewiſe by what others of the Fathers have 
delivered concerning it. 5 ; 

Athanaſius lays it ro the Charge of the Followers of Paul, 
in his Book de Incarn. That they held two Perſons in Chriff, 
one born of the Virgin, and a divine Perſon which deſcended 
upon him, and dwelt in him. Epiphanius Hzr. 65. to the fame 
purpoſe, that the xiyos came and dwelt in the Man YFeſas. 
 Photins faith that Neſtorius taſted too much of the intoxicated 
Cups of Paulus Samoſatenus. Epift. 35. and that his Fol. 
lowers aſſerted two Hypuſtaſes in Chriſt. If this be fo, 


then the Errors of Paul and of Neſtorius were exactly 


the fame. And to this Opinion Biſhop Stilling fleet in- 
clines. „ | | OOO aL 5 
Some other learned Men have repreſented their Opinions 
with ſome difference, as not exactly the ſame. So Marias 
Mercator and Leontius of old. But tho' there might be 
ſome Vaſftety according to them; yet they all agree in "= 
e 1 In - that 
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that Paul explained his Opinion concerning our Saviour by 
an [habitation of the divine Word, by which ſome thought 


he meant a divize Perſon, others, a divine Energy whereby 


Chriſt aRed, and which dwelt in him. But this Doctrine 


o the Divinity in Chriff by Inhabitation was that which was 
condemned in the Synod at Antioch, and the ſubſtantial Union 
of both Natures aſſerted. So the Biſhop, p. 39. 
By all which it appears, T/?, That if Paulus Samoſatenus 
was juſtly reputed a Heretick, and cenſured as ſuch, Neſto- 
rias muſt likewiſe come under the ſame” Condemnation. 
'2d4ly, That the Chriſtian Church never thought this great 
Article of our Faith, concerning the /ucarnation of our Sa- 


viour, rightly explained by the Preſence, Actuation, or Indwelling 


of the Godhead in him Þ as it formerly dwelt in the Cloud 


of Glory. Indeed the Biſhop of Sarum faith, It was ſo taken 
aud underſtood by the Jews, this being agreeable to their for- 
mer Notions, and the only Notion that could be allowed by them 


without Objection and Oppoſition. If this be ſo, then we have 
{ome tolerable account of the reaſon of that Favour and 


Protection which Paulus received from Queen Zenobia. She 
was a Jew, and profeſſed her elf to be of their Belief. Paulus 
to oblige her, ſuited his Doctrine to her Perſwaſion, as Theo- 


doret expreſly affirms. She, it ſeems, retained the ancient 


Notions of her Forefathers in Religion; Paul advances an 
Opinion which was exactly agreeable to it; againſt which 
ſhe could make no exception, and therefore took him into 
her Favour, and by Her he was protected againſt the Sen- 
tence paſſed upon him at Autioch, and continued in the Poſ- 
ſeſſion of his See till Aurelian had conquered Zenobia, and 


by his Authority he was at laſt ejected. 


But whatever Zenobia, as a few, might conceive of this 


matter, the Chriſtians of thoſe early and following Ages 


had other Notions of it. They always looked upon the 


Doctrine of Inhabitation as an Heretical Opinion, chey con- 


demned 


KS 
demned it as ſuch in Cerinthus, * Artemon, Paulus Samo ſatenus, 
as they did likewiſe afterwards in Ne/torius, Photinus ; which 
latter aſſerted the Pre-exiſtence of the db, aud its inhabiting 


in Chriſt from his Conceptiau : which is thus explained by 
St. Hilary de Trin. lib. 7. That God, the Word, did extend 


himſelf ſo far, as to inhabit the Perſon born of the Virgin. 
This he there calls a ſubtile aud dangerous Doctrine. For 


which, Photinus was depoſed at Sirmium : aud what was there 
done was univerſally approved, not only at that time, but ever 


after. So that as the foreſaid Biſhop S:i4ing fleet obſerves, - 


p. 50. of his Vindication, we have the general conſent of the 
Chriſtian World, even in that divided time, againft the Pho- 


tinian Doctrine. And for the ſame reaſon they muſt condemn 


Neſtorius, who agreed with Photinus in aſſerting that the 
Word had à pre- e xiſtence, and that the Name of the Son of 
God did belong to Chriſt after the Inhabitation of the Word, © 


And thus have I endeavoured to ſhew the pernicious con- 


ſequences of Ne/torius his Opinion: and ] inſiſted the longer 
upon them for a particular reaſon, viz. to prevent an Excuſe, 
both of late and formerly made in behalf of ſome Men, who 
have the boldneſs to oppoſe the fundamental Articles of our 


Faith, yet have the Wir to do it in an artificial and oblique 
manner: That is, they do not directly attack the Faith, 


but yet expreſs themſelves in ſuch a way as by a juſt and 


neceſſary conſequence ſubverts it. And here it is ſaid, that 
Men ought not to be urged with the Conſequences of their 


1 This Cerinthis was a Fudaizing Chriſtian : This may give ſome color, 
for ought I know, to that Notion of my Lord of Sarum s, viz. that the Fews 
underſtood our Saviour to be God only by virtue of the Indwelling of the 
Godhead in him; and if ſo, Cerinthus might learn this Doctrine from them. 
Bur Irhink we may venture to affirm, that he could never receive it from 


the Writings of the Apoſtles, who give us a quite different Explanarion of | 
this Myſtery of rhe Incarnation, tho his Lordſhip determines in favor of this 


Fewiſh, or if you pleaſe, Fudaizing Notion, which in thoſe early times was 


accounted a dangerous Herefie : and what was Hereſie then, upon due ex- 


amination, I doubt not, will be found ſo ſtill. e340 
: N 5 12 Opinion; 
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Opinion; eſpecially if the matters treated of be of a myſte- 


' rious nature, and above our comprehenſion. Here, they ſay, 


there is room for variety of Expoſitions, and room for the 
exerciſe of our Charity towargs the Perſons which offer 
them. For tho' they expound the Article in ſuch a manner 


dàs deſtroys the true and deſigned meaning of it, yet they are 


to be freed from Cenſure, provided they retain the Words, 

and believe them in any Senſe, which rhe literal and Gram- 

matical Conſtrution will warrant. "RR 3 
Now this is an Apology which, if allow'd, will do incom- 


parably more miſchief to the Faith than any open and avowed 


Oppoſition to it. For if once this Latitude be allowed, fo 
as to come into faſhion, Men may not only in time under- 
mine our whole Religion by a freacherous Explication, but 
which will prove more fatal, all liberty of detecting and 
oppoſing ſo pernicious an attempt will be quite taken away. 
For the anſwer here is ready: The Man believes the Article, 


he profeſſes and is ready to ſubſcribe the Words of it. *Fis 


true, his Interpretation overthrows the intended and gene- 
rally received Senſe; but Men are not to be urged with the 
Conſequences. of their Opinions; eſpecially if the ſubject of 
them be high and myſterious; here they may be miſtaken, 
and their Miſtakes call for our Charity rather than a Con- 


futation. The former will ſhew us to be Eriends to Peace: 
the latter, Promoters of Strife and Contention, which will 


do more Miſchief to the Church, than all our Zeal can re- 


compence in behalf of curious perhaps, but uſeleſs Speculations. 


What ſhall we here ſay? Shall we part with our Reli- 


gion, and the Articles of it, in compliance with theſe Pleas 
for Peace aud Moderation > Noe, non fic abibunt odia, The 


Faith is a ſacred Depofitum committed to our Care, to be 
preſerved inviolable and entire; and we cannot without the 
higheſt Treachery deliver it up to theſe empty, tho” popular 
pretences.. . Tis true, 2 Man is not always to be charged 
with the ill conſequences of his Opinion, and that particu- 
bs 5 WE _ larly 
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larly in two Caſes,” 1, When the Sub je of the Diſpute 
is doubtful, and where a great many things may very pro- 


bably be urged, both from Scripture and Reaſon, on both 


fides of the Queſtion. And this may probably be the caſe 
of the quinguarticular Controverſie, as it is managed by the 


wiſer and ſober Perſons on both ſides. 2d!y, When the con- . 
ſequences are ſuch as do not eaftly, and as it were appear 


upon the fr#7 View. That is, When they do "not imme- 
diately flow from the principles or Poſitions laid down, but 
muſt be drawn from thence by Jong and laborious Dedufth- 
ons; ſuch which a wiſe Man cannot eaſily foreſee: In this 
Cale a Man may not charitably be urged with them, if after 
the diſcovery he ſincerely difowns them: And yet even'in- 
this Caſe a Man may endeavour to confute ſuch an Opi- - 
nion which he takes to be falſe, by ſhewing the conſe- 
quences which attend it. But this properly reſpects the 
Error, without any rigid Cenſure, and much leſs a Condems 
nation of the Perſon. The reaſon of this is evident, becauſe - 
the matter in debate is not ſo plainly declared, but that it 
may admit of different Explications, without any Injury to 
the common Faith: and this may be the Caſe of 2 5 Agile - 
concerning Chriff's deſcent into Hell. eit 

But in Fundamental Articles no ſuch Excuſes can be YL 
fered, nor ought to be allowed. All ſuch pretences are cut 
oft, by the plain Expreſſeons of Scripture, joined with the - 
Declarations of the Catholick Church; whereby the Senſe 
of the Article; after long and ſerious debates hath been des - 
termined, and” by which- all Lovers of Truth and Peace 
ſhould think themſelves concluded. All oppoſition either to 
the Senſe or Words of ſuch Articles is en as bein 

the effect of Pride, Olſtinacy, Faction, a turbulent Te emper, th 


eloaked and covered over with the ſpecious pretences. to 


Charity and Moderation.” And, in ſhort, it is for the moſt 
part, to- be reſolved into Heretieal pravity, which lies at the 
bottom of all this, and which makes Men reſuſe the Language + : 


for” _ 


1 V 
for the ſake to be {ure of the Doctrines of the Church, v hich 
hath, as I faid before, been contrived and ſettled after long 
and mature Debates, as the he Fence for the Security of 
the Faith, againſt the Ianouatious of crafty and deſigning 
*Herericks. 1 FLY 
And this was the Caſe of Neſtorius. His Opinion was 
 -deftruRtive of the common Faith; this appeared by his re- 
fuſing the Word Sten, by Which the Myſtery of the Incar- 
nation had been wont to be expreſſed by the Church. For 
that was an Eccleſiaſtical word uſed long before Neſtorius his 
time. And therefore his Friend John of Antioch, who la- 
boured all he could to skreen him from publick Cenfure, and 
was but too partial in his Favour, was very ſenſible of this, and 
therefore in very earneſt and paſſionate Expreſſions endea- 
voured to perſuade him not to decline that Word, which fre- 
quently and expreſly was made uſe of by many of the Fathers 
and Eccleſiaſtical Writers, but never refuſed by any of them. 
That the refuſal of this Word would ſhew him to be a Man 
of Pride, Vanity, Conceit, who oppoſed his own ſingular 
Notions to the Judgment of all who went before him; and 
thereby diſturbed rhe Peace and Tranquility of the Church. 
The Epiſt. inſerted into the Acts of the Council of Epheſus, 
Fart 1ſt, is well worth the Reading. But nothing would 
prevail. This obſtinate Man continued ſtill to the laſt to 
oppoſe the Faith and Language of the Church, for which he 
Was at length depoſed by the Council, and the whole Church 
hath ſince ratified that Sentence, by their Approbation of 
what the Fathers there aſſembled did, and ever ſince reputing 
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Neſtorius a Hereticl. | n | 
All which put together will be ſufficient reaſon for us to 
ſhew our diſlike of that poſition laid down by his Lordſhip 
in pag. 52. of the Expoſit. That we are not at all concerned, via. 
in the Matter of Fact, whether Neſtorius was miſunder/tood and 
i uſed or not. Now this pronoun we being here placed 
indefinitely, without any other Words which limit and de- 
termine 


/ 


n,, 
termine its ſignification, we cannot tell how far it may reach; . 
nor whom it may comprehend ; and therefore it is neceſſary 
it ſhould a little be enquired into. . 

By we therefore doth his Lordſhip mean we of the Re- 
formed Churches : If fo, I think I may venture to ſay, that 
he hath not any juſt'warrant to include them. Look but 
into the Harmony of their Confeſſions, and you will find them 
_ readily declaring their hearty Agreement and Conſent with 
the Ancient Church, approving the Doctrine expreſſed in the 
Creeds, eſtabliſhed in the Four General Councils; condemning _ 
the FHereſies which were there declared contrary to the 
Catholic Faith. Some of them particularly namivg Næſto- 
rius with a deteſtation of his Opinions, and at the ſame time 
making honourable mention of St. Cyril and the Council of 
Epheſus. a e | 2 
The Church of England ſure can be as little ſuſpected of 
an z#»difference in this matter, as any of the other Foreign: 
Reformed ; which hath upon all occaſions declared fo great a 
Reverence for the Diſcipline, Doctrine, and Deciſions of the 
Ancient Church. Our Articles indeed do make no particu- 
lar mention of Neſtorius, but they do in expreſs terms ap- 
prove of the Three Creeds; in the latter of Which, viz. the 
Athanifian, the Expreſſions made uſe of to explain the Do- 
arine of the Incarnation are, as his Lordſhip himſelf con- 
ſeſſes, p. 106. directly levelled againſt the Neſtorian and 
Fatychian Hereſies. I think therefore I may venture to ſay, 
that we, viz. the Members and Sons of this Church, are not 
of the number of thoſe who are thus: anconcerned in this 
matter of Fact: we have a greater regard for the Catholick - 
Faith ; a greater reverence for the Four General Councils, and: 
particularly that of Epheſus, and the Fathers aſſembled in it, 
then to think that they did raſhly and uncharitably, without 
due care to inform themſelves, and without juſt reaſon, con- 
demif®an innocent Man, and depoſe him, and "tranſmit him 
with a mark of Infamy to all future Ages. Scciniant andi 
PE the- 
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the Followers of Epiſcopius may perhaps make ſuch Reflecti- 


ons; but thoſe. who are ſound Members of this Church, 
God be thanked, are not of that number. 4 

I cannot then imagine in whoſe name and by whoſe war- 
rant his Lordſhip ſpeaks, when he pronounces ſo poſitively, 


that we are not concerned in thy matter of Fact. Perhaps he 


doth.not declare the Senſe of this whole Church, but only 
of thoſe ſeveral Biſhops and learned Men who have peruſed 
and approved this EZxpoſizzou. His Lordſhip names but 


few, and the reſt are comprehended under that general Cha- 


racter of ſeveral Biſhops and à great many learned Divines; 
and therefore I can ſay nothing of Perſons whom I have not 
the honor to know, and from whom therefore I can have no 
warrant to ſay any thing expreſly, either one way or other. 

But there is one Perſon indeed named, for whom I dare 


venture to ſpeak, or rather 2% dead, he FE ſpeaks for him- 
t 


ſelf in the Writings which he hath left behind him, vsz. 


Biſhop S:illing fleet; I am ſure. he did not diſcover this Indif 


ference. For in his Book of Idolatry beforementioned, he 
{till in conformity with St. Cyril and the other Fathers of 
that and the after Ages, repreſents: the Opinion of Neſtorius 
as that which did divide and ſeparate the, two Natures in 
Chriſt. That the Humane had no hypoſtatical Union with the 


Divine. That according to the Neſtorians Chriſt was to be 


confidered as Humane Perſon. That he was not God, but 
homo Deiferus, in regard of the Humane Nature which had 
the Divine Nature preſent, but not united to it. That their 
Wor ſhipping of Chriſt was upon that ſcore unlawſul ; i hat they 
were condemned for it by the Chriſtian Charch, becauſe they did 
ſuppoſe only a real Preſence, but no real Union between the two 
Natures in Chriſt. And in ſhort, that there were two things 
which not ouly particular Perſons, but the whole Church, blamed 
in Neſtorianiſm. 1ſt, The Heretical Opinion, and, 2dly, the 
Idolatrous Practice purſuant to that Opinion, viz. of thaSepa- 
ration of the two Natures in Chriſt. p. 846, 847. * in 
8 4 us 


C ; 
hu vindication of the Trinity, p. 19. He repreſents the opinion 
of the Cermthians , that they held an lapſe of the Yyos upon 
our Saviour, and ſo made him a kind of a God by has preſence, 
as, faith he, Neſtorius did afterwards. . 
Now he that had theſe notions of Neſtorzus and his opi- 
nion, could nos poſſibly, one would think, ſhew himſelt ſo 
unconcern d in this matter, as to leave it to the diſcretion 


of his Readers, to judge as they pleaſed, and either to 
condemn or ab ſolve him indifferently as they thought fit. 


On the other hand tis certain, he hath determined in fa- 
vour of the Church, and that if his Readers will be govern d 
by his judgment, they likewiſe muſt think, that Neſforius 
was uſed according to his deſerts; 2. e. he was juſtly con- 
demn'd for advancing an Heretical opinion, and promoting 
an Idolatrous prattiſe conſequent thereupon. | 

Nay if his Lordſhip had not made this declaration, I 
think I might have venturd to ſay , that he himſelf 
is not of the number of thoſe who are wnconcern'd in this 


matter. For tho he doth not expreſs himſelf directly in 


favour of Neſtorius, yet he hath ſaid enough to let his 
Readers underſtand what thoughts he had of him, both as 
to his opinion, and the uſage he met with from the Council 
of Epheſus. Beſides what hath been ſaid relating to this 
matter in the foregoing papers, I ſhall conſider both theſe 


D 


a little farther. 


HFis Lordſhip explains this Article of the Incarnation, as 


 Neftorius did, by an indwelling and inhabitation of the Eternal 


Word in our Saviour, which doth import a preſence, but no 
real union between both natures in Chriſt. This farther ap- 
pears, beyond all poſlibility of a reply, from the conformity 
which he declares was between the indwelling of the word in 
Chriſt, and its inhaitation in the Cloud of Glory, where to be 
ſure there was only a local preſence, but no perſonal union. This 


was his Lordſhip s conſtant and ſettled notion; not deliver d 
at random, or taken up in haſt, but the reſult of ſerious 


and 


all occaſions, wherever this Article of the Incarnation comes 
to be mention d, that we cannot poſſibly miſunderſtand hy 
Lordſhip, or miſtake his meaning. As appears by the teſti- 
monies before cited out of his Expoſitzon and Diſcourſe. 

To which we may add what is to be found in his Letter 
to Biſhop Williams p. 93. where he tells us, there was no other 


notion in which the worſh1þ of our Saviour could give the ems no 


offence, but that of the Godhead s dwelling bodily in him, viz. as 
it did in the Cloud in the days of their forefathers. We 
cannot concerve there was any other Idea of this matter but this, 
mwhich was both ſuitable to their dottrines, and the praftiſe of their 


forefathers during the firſt Temple. The conſequence of this 
notion is, that there are in our Saviour not only two na- 


tures, but likewiſe two perſons, For as the Eternal Word and 


the Cloud were two Hypoſtaſes, whereof the one was only pre- 
fent with, but not ſubſtantially united to the other. So it 


was here, the Son of God was preſent with a Human perſon, 


who was actuated and influenced by him. Thw was laid 
to the charge of Neſtorius of old, as we heard before. And 
his Lordſhip is ſo far from diſowning this, that he repre- 
ſents the contrary notion, which yet was the conſtant opi- 
nion of the Church, as a new and unexplicable ſubtility. For 
thus in his diſcourſe, p. 33. he expreſſes himſelf. Here new 
fubtilities have been found out to ſtate the formal notion of a per- 
fon, which was ee to conſſſt in a ſpecial: ſubſiſtence : ſo that 
it hath been thought | | 

cial ſubſiſtence of its own. - 


ITis true the Fathers always thought ſo, and by this notion 
they explain d the real diſtinction between the three perſons. of 


the bleſſed Trinity; and by this they proved that the Son of 


God aſſumed a human nature and not a human per jon. But, faith 
his Lordſhip, it « not eaſy to explain this notion; ſince if ſubſiſtence 


belonged to the human nature, it might ſeem that it was not perfect of u6 


bad not a proper ſubſiſtence, of its own. ' This was the conſtant 
* | 7 objection 


that the humane nature in Chriſt had no ſbe- | 


„ 
objection of the Nefforians, which his Lordſhip makes his 
own, and thinks it unanſwerable. He ſaith, indeed, that a 
Hypoſtatical union was propoſed as a term fit to explain thus by, 
that is, the human nature was believed to ſubſiſt by the ſubſiſtence 
of the word: But, ſaith his Lordſhip,” it was not eaſy to make 
this more intelligible by offering, a notion full as unintelligible as it 
elf. Thus doth he expoſe the doctrine of the Church, 
as an intricate and abſtruſe notion, formed not to explain, 
but to popes a point, 'in which he ſaith, we may arrzve at 
d:ſtintt Ideas, or ſomewhat very like them. / | 8 
And it muſt be allowed, that the doctrine of Inhabitation 
is a more intelligible notion, than that of a Hypoſtatical umion. 
But this will not be ſufficient to determine in favour of the 
former againſt the latter: for what is eaſieſt reconciled to 
our notions is not alwas moſt aggreeable to truth. The 
Church hath thought ſo in this matter; for ſhe hath de- 
clared for the Wee union; but hath always judged 
the doctrine of Inhabitation to be an Heretzcal opinion, and 
hath accordingly condemned it in the perſons of Cerinthus, 
Paulus of Samoſata, Neſtorius, Photinus, as we heard before. 
So much of the opinion of Neſtorius. cio 
Let us next conſider whether his Lordſhip is altogether 
unconcern'd at his uſage, whether he were miſunderſtood or 
illuſed or not. I ſhould fancy he is not; becauſe he plainly 
intimates, that it may be made to apppear by numerous ci- 
tations taken out of his writings that he did not hold the opi- 
nion for which he was cenſured and depoſed : and then to 
be ſure he could not but think he was not rightly ander- 
ſtood, and very unjuſtly puniſhed. In his Letter to Biſbop Wit- 
liame, being charged with favouring the opinions of Neſto- 
rius by his Socinian adverſary : he makes this reply, p. 93. 
we do not certainly know what Neſtorius his opinion was. If lo, 
no doubt his true opinion was not rightly underſtood, 
Secaule it is not certainly known what it was. The infe- 
_ rence that every body muſt draw from hence is, that he was * | 
| 2 and 


„ 
and indeed barbarouſly uſed, to be condemn d thus at random. 
The Fathers aſſembled at Epheſus acted careleſly and incon- 
fiderately , but this poor man felt the ſad effects of their 
raſnneſs and inconſideration. 1 
But why doth his Loraſbip ſay, that we have no certain 
knowleage of the opinion of Neſtorius He way much better 
ſay that we do not know what the doctrines of Paulus Sa- 
meſatenus, Arrius and Photinus were. For we have a very 
conſiderable collection of his works, viz. his Epiſtles, Ser- 
mons, Diſcourſes preſerved in the writings of St. Cyril, inſerted - 
many of them in the Hiſtory of the Council of Epheſus, 
tranſlated by Marius Mercator into Latin; and both Latin 
and Greel publiſhed by Garnerius the Jeſuit; where every rea- 
der may without much trouble eaſily conſult them: and 
by them we may readily and certainly find his opinions, and 
have greater opportunities of knowing them than thoſe of 
any of the other Heretichs, condemn d in the three other gene- 
ral Councils : fo that if this want of knowledge of his opi- 
nions be an excuſe, the other Horeticks have a much bet- 
ter claim to it than Neſtorius. m. eh Ks 
The Biſhop proceeds. I the doctrine of Neſtorius mas, 
that he did not allow the term of the Mother of God to be due 
to the bleſed Virgin, and that all that was farther charged upon 
him, was only a conſequence drawn from that , then this was no 
hemous matter: No! I thought it had; and by all that I 
have ſaid before, the contrary, by this time, I hope is 
made fully to appear. I think that both his aenyal and 
the conſequences drawn from it were of a very hemous nature. 
His refuſal of the word 07x95 was an infinite diſparage- _ 
ment to our bleſſed Saviour, becauſe thereby it appear d, 
that He who who was the Son of the Virgin, as our Saviour 
certainly was, was not the Son of God. It contradicted the 
holy Scriptures, which expreſly affirm that what was born of _ 
her was the Son of God; and conſequently, that the Varga 
was really, what Elizabeth ſtyled her, the Mother of her 15 | 
. 1 mw his 
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This word in the New Teſtament was equipollent, as his 
Lordſhip hath obſerved, to the word God. For the Fews 
who put the old Teſtament into Greek tranſlated the name Jeho- 
vah by the word Ke, ſo that according to the Fews phraſeology, 
Kues and Fehovah were but one and the ſame thing, Diſc. p. 35. 
Not now to repeat the other pernicious conſequences: of 
this denyal before-mention d. „ 

This ſheweth, that to give or refuſe this name to the 
bleſſed Virgin, was no indifferent matter. It was a thing of 
the higheſt importance, as St. yril told the Fathers at the 
opening of the Council; not a bare contention about an 
inſignificant word : * ams yuiv ò w nistas ayor. It was - 
that upon which the whole controverſy between the Cathe- 
licks and Neſtorians did depend. And therefore it will be- 
come us to be in good earneſt concern d likewiſe about it. 
But ſaith his Lordſbip. The doctrine laid to the charge of 
_ Neſtorius, was juſtly condemnd.. But I pray what was that? 
was it not the ng Inhabitation, and dividing the 
natures in Chriſt, and thereby making two perſons, two Chriſts > 
and is not this the very ſame which we find fault with in 
the Expoſition? But taking it for granted, that the doctrine 
condemn'd. by the Church was bad, but that it was un- 
juſtly charged upon Neſtorius, what will the conſequence 
of this be, but that the Fathers at Epheſus muſt be reputed 
a company. of ignorant, raſh, and withal malicious men, who 
without due — ao and a previous knowledge of his 
opinions, condemned an innocent man, and faſtned what 
conſequences they pleas'd upon his words, which might be 
Z capable of a right and fair conſtruction. They acted with- 
out judgement and without charity; and being hnrryed on 
by 1 know not what furious paſſions, they culled out an 
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innocent man to be the a- of their rage. They dealt 
with him as the Heathens of old did with the 8 Chri- 
ſtians, who cloathed them in the skins of wild beaſts, and 
then exposd them to be wooryed-and torn in pieces on 
beiter. Tb e W 
Might not Neſtorius take up the complaint of St. Paul 
and ſay, that he fought with beaſts at Epheſus, men as cruel 
and mercyleſs as they: who cloath d him with I know not 
what Heretical opinions, and then exposd him to the fury 
and indignation of the Chriſtians of that, and all future 
ages: who can have any reverence for general councils after 
- this? Are theſe ſach aſſemblies, as that their determina- 
tions ſhould be eſteem' d and receivd with a veneration 
next to the four Goſpels? Can the Spirit of God preſide over 
and influence the Councils of theſe men, who are thus hur- 
ryed on by a blind malice, and an ignorant rage: a zeal . 
without knowledge and without mercy? We may as well 
3 think that the Holy Ghoſt was ſent in a cloatbag from Rome to 
nf Trent, as that he ſhould accompany St. Cyril from Alexan- 
"i _ aria to Epheſus, and direct the reſolutions of that ſynod, 
1 where ſuch a raſh, mercyleſs man preſided. K 
= Theſe are the reflections that will naturally offer them- 
= ſelves to men, upon ſuppoſition of this mzſapprehenſion of 
1 Neſtorius and his ill uſage that follow d it. And no doubt 
= they will afford no ſmall pleaſure to the diſciples of Soci- 
u and FEpiſcopius, who know there can be no more com- 
4 pendious or ſucceſsfull way of ſubverting the Catho- 
33 lick Faith, than by undermining the reputation of the 
| Ancient Catholick Doctors, and the Councils in which they 
1h were aſſembled. | PROT NEE Meas e 
n For tho the Faith doth not depend upon the authority 
and deciſions of men, i. e. in it ſelf : whoſe truth and cer- 
= tainty ariſes. from other grounds and principles; yet the 
G determinations of the ancient Church ought to have a great in- 
| fluence upon us and our per ſwaſſon. And therefore to * 5 
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the eſteem and reverence which hath generally; and upon 
very juſt reafons, been paid to them, will at long run affect 
the authority of the holy Scriptures themſelves, and con- 
ſequently the truth of the myſteries of our holy Religion 
which are therein contain d. And indeed next to the holy 
Scriptures, the uniform opinion and practiſe of the early pro- 
feſſors of the Chriſtian Religion, are the greateſt confir- 
mation of the truth of our doctrines, and the beſt fence 
againſt the attempts of Innovators of all forts, And there- 
fore we find the perſons before- mention d, viz. the diſci- 
ples of Socenus and Eprſcoprus , labouring with all their 
might to remove that eſteem which men may have of the 


Ancient Fathers; and. by / ſeveral falſe, groundleſs and un- 8 


charitable ſuggeſtions, endeavouring ſtill to weaken their 
reputation. FFF Be EN 
Il muſt confeſs, that by ſo doing, they act wiſely enough, 
like Children of this world. For beſides that, their authority 
and determimations are the great rub they ſtill meet with, 
and the obſtacle in the way of their nem, fangled apiniont, 
which can never prevail as long as men retain any reve» 
rence for antiquity, which is ſo directly oppoſite to them: 
they hereby provide for their on ſafety and indemnity. 
For if once the primitive zeal, courage and concern for the 
Faith which was ſo conſpicuous. in thoſe great men who 
were aſſembled in General Councils, ſhould be reviv'd; the 
writings of ſome men and the evil opinions contain d in 


them, which now paſs not only with impunity but appro» _ 


But enough of this at preſent. Lo NE Tn wel 

Having thus examin'd his Loraſbip's Expoſitzon of the 
doctrine of the Incarnation as laid down in the Article; 
I come briefly to conſider what he ſaith upon the laſt part 
of it, which contains the reaſon and ground of this won- 
derful diſpenſation, viz. that the Son of God being made 
man, might be capable of ſuffering aud dying for us; where 


Fs we 
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ation, would not then eſcape a juſt reproof and cenſure. 
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F | 

we have farther expreſſed the end of thoſe' ſufferings, viz. 
that thereby he might reconcile his Father to us; and to be a ſa- 
crifice not only for original guilt, but likewiſe for the actual ſms 
of men. R II 
N ng indeed his Lordſhip acknowledges that the death of 
our Saviour was a true, expiatory ſacrifice for the fins of 
mankind ; that it was not only a confirmation of the truth 
of his Goſpel, a pattern of holy and patient ſuffering death, 
and a neceſſary preparation to his reſurrect ion, in which 
the Sorrmans make the great efficacy of it to conſiſt; but 
that he died in our room and ſtead; and therefore that his 
death is propos d to us as our ſacrifice whereby we obtain 
recontiliation, atonement and redemption. But yet for all this 
it cannot be allow'd that what is here delivered is a juſt 
Erboſſtion of the Article; for tho it contains the truth, yet 
it doth not declare the whole truth which yet was of great 
- conſequence to be here inſerted. It being but reaſonable 
to expect, that the expoſitzon of the Article ſhould be full 
and compleat, in order to guard it from the attempts of 

its enemies of all ſorts. 2 CL69 e 
Now befides the Sociniant, who are the bold and open 
enemies of the croſs of Chriſt, and deny his death to be à pro- 
per ſacrifice, the Remonſtrants ought not to be overlooked : 
who, tho they own à ſacriſice, yet conſtantly deny that 
any true and perfect ſatisfattion was thereby made to the 
jaſtice of God. The Socinans then and the Remonſtrants, 
tho they differ in ſome things, yet in others they very 
well agree, and particularly in two, which call for 
"our obſervation and diſlike. The firſt is, that they deny 
the death of Chriſt to be ſtrictly and properly a puniſhment. 
The Remonſtr. indeed ſtyle it pena vicaria, by which 
an unwary reader would be apt to imagine that they meant, 
that our Saviour underwent a puniſhment vice noſtra, in our 


ſtead. But when we come farther to conſider it, we find 


it amounts to. no more, than this, that his ſufferings Were 


f | [ 81 1 f ; 5 4 | 
li afflictiont or calamities which he endur d indeed for our ſakes 
and in our room; but that his death was not truly @ pu- 
niſhment, but was loco or vice pænæ, ſerv' d inſtead of a pu- 
niſhment, and which God was pleas d to eſteem and ac- 
1 for ſuch. This was the conſtant and ſettled opinion 
of Ehbiſcopius as well as Socinus, that it is abſolutely unlaw- 
ful that one man, upon any pretence whatſoe ver, ſnould 
be puniſued for the fins of another. | 
The ſecond thing in which they agree is, that when they 
ſpeak of a.ſatisfation made to God by the death and ſuf- 
ferings of our Saviour, they both mean that this ſatisfa- 
ction was made to the will and not to the juſtice of God, 
That God was well Ps * with the obedience of Chriſt in his 
patient enduring of ſufferings, and ſubmitting to death in 
confirmation of the truth of his doctrine, is acknowledged 
by Socinut and his followers; nay ſo highly ſatisfied with 
it, that for the ſake of that he was willing to reward him 
with the power of forgiving fins. And the Remonſtr. when 
things come to be examind, mean little more, tho their 
expreſſions ſeem ſometimes to carry this matter a little 
higher. According to them, there is no true ſatiſfaction 
made to the Fuſtice of God. For Fuſtice cannot be ſatis- 
fied but by 4 puniſbment; there is a neceſlary and eſſen- 
tial relation between theſe two. But the death of Chriſt, 
if they. are to be credited, was not truly a puniſhment. 
Tiis true God was pleaſed to accept of the death of 
Chriſt as à ſacrifice for the expiation of fin, and upon that 
ſcore to releaſe the ſinner from the obligation to puniſh- 


ment. But all this is to be refolv'd into the divine piea- 


ſure and acceptation. The ſufferings of Chriſt were no true 
puniſhment, but ſerved vice pene, as we heard before: and 
much leſs were they a puniſhment equivalent to the guilt 

1 Poteſt Chriſtus certo ſenſu dici loco noſtro punitus, quatenus pœnam vi- 
cariam, pro divino beneplacito ſibi imponendamy, hoc afflictionem, quæ 
pcenæ vicem ſuſtinuit, in ſe recepit. Linb. 13 cbriſt. lib. 3. cap. 22. c 40 
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and demerit of mankind, Now with relation to both theſe 
particulars his Lordſpzps expoſition is deficient, and there- 
fore cannot be paſſed by without notice and diſlike, - 

_-  For'\firſt, when he comes to ſpeak of the ſacrifite of 
Chrift, he doth not any where directly and exprefly call 
this death à proper puniſhment, which yet was neceflary to 


be done to guard it from the treacherous exphications of the 


Remonſt. as well as the plainer denyal of the Socinians, Tis 
true, in ſtating the general notion of an expiatory ſacri- 
fice p. 53. he doth acknowledge, that, according to the 
notion entertain d of it by ems and Gentiles, the ſin * one per- 
fon was transferr d on a man or a beaſt, who was upon that 
devoted and offer d up to God, and ſuffer d in the room of the 


Meding perſon. That by this oblation the pumſbment of the 


fin was laid upon the ſacrifice, and an expuation thereby made 
for the ſm; That theſe phraſes in the old Teſtament whereby the 
farrrfices were ſaid to be offer d for the fin, or inſtead of ſin, 
and in the name, or on the account of the ſmner &c. are all to 
be apply d to the death of Chriſt in the New Teſtament, 
But this is no more than what hath been affirmed by 
Limbroch (an Authour well known to, and in no ſmall 

eſteem with his Lordſhip) who allows that Chriſts death 
was a ſacriſce; that in his ſufferings there was à permuta- 
tin of per ſons, he ſtanding in our room and ſtead; that he 
took all the guilt of finners upon himſelf, and ſuffered, eo- © 
rum loco, in their place the puniſhment that was due to 
them. That the blood of Chriſt was the price of our re- 
demption; that he was made a curſe by undergoing an accurſed 
death for us; we ſinned and he underwent that death which 
our fins had deſerv d. But all theſe pompous expreſſions 


1 Chriſtus fait ſacriſicium verum ac proprie fic dictum pro peccatis noſtris. 
Chriſtus factus eſt maledictio pro nobis. Sanguis Chriſti fuit redemptionis pre- 
tium, quod pro nobis perſolutum eſt. ib. 3. cap. 20. 22. Dominus Jeſus im- 
promeritum amorem erga peccatores teſtatur 1 omnia eorum peccata in ſe 
transferat, eorumque pœnas ipſorum loco pendat. ibid cap. 10. 


con- 


r 

concerning the eæpiatory vertue of Chriſt's death, when he 
comes to explain his true ſenſe of it, in fumum abeunt, va- 
_niſh into the ſoft air and come to nothing. 4 

For this puniſhment which Chriſt underwent for us, in 
the concluſion is found only to be graviſſima aſflictio, an 
affliction which was pena vicaria, que pene vicem ſuſtinuit. 


And if this be all, then it is certain that his death was no 


proper ſacrifice, but he was only reputed, tangquam piaculari 
victima; and his oblation of himſelf was only loco ſacriſistt, 
and which did ſacriſicii vices ſuſtinere. For in every true ex- 
þratory ſacrifice, the puniſhment of the criminal was really 
transferr d upon the man or beaſt that ſuffer d in his room. 
But here in the death of Chriſt, there was ſomething that 
look d like a ſacrifice, but not one truly fo call d; ſomething 
that look d /ke a puniſhment, but really and truly was only an 
 afflition or calamity which he underwent for our ſakes. 
| Now ſince the atonement, reconciliation, and redemption 
- which our Saviour hath purchaſed for us, depends upon the 
nature of the - puniſhment which he ſuffer d, the facrifice 
which he offer d, and price of our redemption which he paid: 
if theſe are but ¶guralive and metaphorical, all that is built 
upon them muſt be ſo too. So that all the benefits which 
we thought our Saviour by his death had procur d for us, 
at length are, by this account, reſolv d into fition and figure. 
Here was ſomething that looked lie an expiation, that re- 
ſembled an atonement, that had the likeneſs and appearance of 
a redemption; but were not truly and properly ſuch. So 
that, by this account, the ſacrifice of Chriſt reſembled thole . 
of the Law, where there was the 7 e and ſhadow of theſe | 
good things, but not the ſubſtance and reality.  - 25 
ent in the 


To proceed, his Lordſhip's expoſition is defici 


ſecond place, that tho he acknowledges the death of Chrift 
to be a ſacrifice, yet he doth not inform his Readers that 


1 So Limb. expreſſes it, and his blood was tanquam redemptionis pretium. 
cap." | ak PO SST. 2 
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thereby a proper and perfect ſatisfation was made to the 
Juſtice of God: this was in a manner as neceflary to be 
inſerted, in order to give us a clear and full information 
of the redemption of the world by the ſufferings of Chriſt, 
as that thoſe ſufferings were truly a ſacrifice and a puniſh- 
ment: . becauſe without this ſatisfaction, we deſpoil the ſuf- 
ferings of our Saviour of that ou and ſuperlative dignity 
with which hitherto they have be | 

ſttian Church, and thereby we weaken the efficacy of them 
and entirely overthrow their mer. 

Now to aſſert the internal and Almighty value of the death 
of Chriſt, in which the merit of it doth confiſt, is as ne- 
ceſſary, in a manner, as to declare that he died for us; 
and that with relation to God, our Saviour, and our ſelves. 
Firſt with relation to God, and that whether we conſider 
his Honour, or Authority, or laſtly his Fuſtice, which is the 
attribute that takes particular care of both, and therefore 
was principally regarded in this whole cm. 

It is confeſſed by his Lordſhip and by Limb. and the other 
Remonſtr. That it was not ſuitable to the Majeſty of God 
as Governour of the world, nor to the Authority of his 
Laws, that pardon. ſhould be granted to ſinners, except 
in ſuch a way as might demonſtrate the ' guilt of fm and 
God's implacable hatred of it. Now this could not be 
done without a puniſhment, God's hatred being not to be 
effectually demonſtrated but by it. For which reaſons the 
Rem. and his Loraſbip will allow that it was not ſufficient 
for Chriſt only to 4 for our good, except he ſhould likewiſe 
ay in our room; and: endure either puniſbment or) ſomething 
that might be like it, and inſtead of it : ſo the Rem, ſhuffle 
and equivocate in this matter. ER ay 
In general they allow the death of Chriſt to be 4 ſa- 
ecrißoe, in which there was a permutation of perſons, and a 
tranſlation of puniſoment, which was neceſſary to com- 
paſs the great ends before- mention d, vx, the ſecuring the 
. 1 5 majeſty 


n inveſted by the Chri- 


1 St: 
majeſty of God and vindicating the Honour of his Government ; 
and as we muſt add, the appeaſmg his Fuſtice which is the At- 
tribute that takes care of his Laws and Honour, Now here 


we ſay, that not only a puniſhmgnt, but an equivalent puniſu- 
ment was neceſſary, otherwiſe Bice would not haye been 


fully ſatisfied: the diſhonour caſt upon God, by the viola- 


tion of his Laws and contempt of his authority, could 


not have been fully vindicated, but this muſt have been per- 
form d by halves, by an imperfect puniſbment and an incom- 


plete ſati faction. 


It is true his Lordſhip hath other thoughts of Gods 


juſtice: for in his Biſcourſe of the death of Chriſt, p. 42. 


where he handles this matter more largely, and expreſſes 


himſelf more openly and freely, he affirms, that to ſay that 
Vindictive as well as Remunerating Fuſtice is eſſential to God, it 


a ſpeculation which the Scriptures do not lay before us; but ig 
one of thoſe metaphyſical mctties which the Schoolmen and other 
writers of poſitive Divinity have laid down, in which the Seri- 
| pture is abſolutely ſilent. But IJ am afraid, if we had time 


to examine this matter throughly , it would be found to 


be a dangerous poſition, which beſides other inconyeniences 


would be attended with this, vx. that, if believed, it would 


go a great way to overthrow God's providence, and to under- 


mine all natural Religion which is founded chiefly upon the 


belief, and fears conſequent thereupon, that men by the light 


of reaſon have of God's puniſhing Fuſtice. 


But to wave that at preſent ; this ſeems to be very plain, 


that if the death of Chriſt was not equivalent to the deme- 


* 


Tit of fin, that then the Hatred of God againſt it, and his u- | 


dignation againſt ſinners would not have been ſo clearly de- 


monſtrated, as to have fill d us with the greateſt horrour 
and amazement at it; and conſequently would not have 
anſwer d that great deſign, which by the confeſſion of 
Limb. and his Lordſbip, God propos d to himſelf in this. 


wonderful diſpenſation; becauſe other inſtances of Diyine 


. vengeance 
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vengeance might be produced which would be more amazing. 
Such as was the puni/bment of the fallen Angels, the overthrow 
the old world , the deſtruttion of Sodom and Gomorrha by 
e from Heaven &c, in which the hatred of God againſt 
fin hath been diſplayed wh greater evidence and a more 
amazing conviction, than in the ſufferings of a ſngle man, 
tho honourd with a divine preſence, which conjunction 
added very little to the dignity of them; their whole ver- 
tue and effuacy together with the ſat:ofattzon founded in them, 
being in his Lordſbips opinion entirely to be reſoly d into 
the divine pleaſure and appointment, vid. Diſc. p. 7. 
- 2dly. As this account was neceſſary to be given with re- 
lation 20 God, fo likewiſe with regard to our bleſſed Saviour, 
becauſe without it we rob him of the honour of being a 
perfefs Saviour, and his ſufferings of that dignity and merit, 
which hath always been aſcrib d to them by the Chriſtian 
Church; who were always wont to recommend themſelves 
to the mercies of God, thro the mediation and allſuffcient merits 
of his Son Now if the ſufferings of Chriſt are truely me- 
ritorious of pardon, and I hope we do not prevaricate with 
God, or only paſs a complement upon his Son, when in 
our addreſſes to Heaven we make. uſe of that phraſe ; then 
there muſt be an equality inter rem datam & acceptam, be- 
tween the pardon of ſin and the puniſhment by which it 
was purchaſed ; which was that auzgw, the price, and if me- 
ritoriout, it muſt be the full and adequate price of our re- 
From hence it muſt follow, that Fuſtice which demanded 
en is hereby fully and perfely ſatisfy d; which ſa- 
tigfackion ( ſnppoſing God to allow * it, — allowance 
is abſolutely 3 in this caſe) is founded in the inter- 
nal worth nnd dignity of the ſacrifice that was offer d. On 
the other hand, if this ſatitfaction is to be reſolv d only 
into the divine appointment, then the merit of it is quite 
overthrown, and the ſacriſice of our Saviour put 4 the 
+a is ſame | 
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ſame level with the ſacrifices of the old Teſtament, as to 
their internal value; becauſe the efficacy of both of them, 


by this account, is owing only to the external acceptation of 
God: which how highly derogatory it is to the honour © 
of our Saviour and the nobleneſs of his oblation appears 
at firſt views _ 0h 11.5 e | OL 
For at this rate we might ſay that it was not poſſible for 
the blood of Chriſt to take away ſm; that it could not purge 


the conſcience from dead works; if conſider d as to its own ver- 
tue and efficacy.” ITis true it did ſo, but this was owing 


purely to the divine appointment and pleaſure: and if God 


had ſo pleaſed, he might have accepted and been ſatisfy d 


with the blood of a beaſt in compenſation for that of a man; 


and then in zhat caſe, it might have been ſaid that the blood 
of a bull or a goat did take away fin, throughly purge the con- 
ſcience, and that one ſuch offering, did perfect for ever thoſe wo 


were ſanctiſ d by it. TT 

heſe are ftrange poſitions, the very mention of which 
is enough to ſtrike any Chriſtian ear with horrour and de- 
teſtation ; and yet they are conſequences which unavoida- 
bly flow from that opinion which founds the whole efficacy 
of Chriſt's death in the divine pleaſure and appointment. By 
which it ſufficiently appears, that this is a yery wrong, and 
not only ſo, but a very dangerous ſtate of this matter. 
And yet as dangerous as it is, it 1s no more than what 
neceſſarily flows from that other notion, whereby the divi- 


nity of our Saviour is made to conſiſt in a divine preſence and 
inhabitation, becauſe hereby the Son of the Virgin is made a 
Aiſtinct per ſon from the Son of God, who was join d to ang 


dwelt in him. And if ſo, the Son of the Virgin who ſhed 


his blood upon the croſs being but a man, ( for he could 


be no more notwithſtanding the indwelling of the Eternal 


word) it was not poſſible that his puniſbment (ſuppoſing that 
his death cruely ſuch) could be a ſuffic:ent compenſajion to 


the juſtice of God for the fins of the whole world. 
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MV Lora of Sarum's expreſſions both in his Expoſition and 

Diſc. plainly import a az/t:nition of perſons in our Saviour, 

and that it was only a man who died for our fins. In the 

Expoſition he is repreſented as a good man, who notwith- 

Standing the indwelling of the Godhead 5 

of feeling vaſt pain in his body: nay to make him a complete 


ſacrifice, 7 underwent great agonies in his mind, when thoſe ema- 


nations 0 with which the indmelling of the Eternal word had 
ever before * his foul, were quite * from him, p. 5. 


In the Diſcourſe more plainly; that there was a divine per- 
ſon in whom dmelt the Eternal word, who after he had open d his 


doctrine and 7ſet a pattern of perfelt holyneſs to the world, was 
fallen upon by a company of cruel and per fidious men who in con- 
cluſjon 2 ed him: Je in the mean time bearing beſides the vi- 
fible 7 rt in his body, inexpreſſible agonies in his mind, which 
he bore with an abſolute reſgnation to his Fathers will, and a 
perfect charity to his perſecutors, This was ſo pleaſmg to God, 


and ſo accepted by him, that he not only raiſed him from the dead, 
nay, exalted him on high, giving to him even as he was man, all 
wer both in Heaven and Earth : but upon the account of it, he 4. 


fer d to the world the pardon f fins together with all other the 


bleſſings which accompany it in his Goſpel. 


In this account hereare ſeveral things that are liable to juſt 


and great exception ; but that which 1 produce it for at 
preſent is to ſhew, that his Lordſbi 5 is of opinion, that in 
9 bleſſed Saviour we are to conſi 


der two perſons as well 
as two natures; /f. here was the Eternal Word; 2dly. here 


was @ man, ſtyled expreſly a divine perſon, not the ſame with 
the Eternal Word but one Aiſtindt from him, and in whom 
he vouchſafed to dwell; that is, here was a preſence but no 
real union, as Neſtorius formerly ſtated this matter. 


This Divine perſon, honour d indeed with a Divine pas 


ſence, hut ſtill a meer man, a humane perſon died for us, en- 
during great pains in his body and — agonies in 


his mind, with a perfect charity to men, and an entire 
rehigna- 


A. 
7 


in him, yet was capable 


a» 


reſignation to the will of God: this was ſo pleaſing to God 
that upon the account of it he honour'd this man even 4s 
ſuch, with all power in Heaven and Earth; which being 
Inſinite and Omnipotent, one would think a finite perſon 
ſhould not be capable of: but ſo it was according to this 
explication; in which his Lordſhip hath the joint ſuffrage 
and concurrence of all the Socinzans in confirmation of his 
opinion: Together with th power, the pardon of fins is 
tender d to the world, attended with all other the benefits 
of the new Covenant, which Chriſt hath purchas d, by hi 
obedience to the will of his Father; but yet ſo that the whole 
efficacy of it muſt (and according to the expoſition cannot 
otherwiſe be accounted for) be reſolv'd into the divine plea · 
ſure and acceptation. | 1 one ah 
But now on the other hand, when we aſcribe this Amigbiy 
vertue to the death of Chriſt, which made it an Equivalent 
ranſome for the redemption of the world, we are bound to 
affirm that this is owing to the divine nature, which was ſub- 
ſtantially united to the humane in which ne ſuffer d: the perſon 
who dyed for us being God as well as Man. So the Fathers 
aſſembled at 17 eſus when they aſſert the merit of his ſuf- 
ferings againſt Neſtorius, reſolve it into the perſonal union 
of God and Man. It was God who ſuffer d, and dyed, and 
therefore his ſufferings were Aſulſicient. wy 
On the contrary, if the Eternal Word or Son of God 
was only preſent with and dwelt in Chriſt, then foraſmuch 
as he muſt be but a man who dyed and ſhed his blood for 
us, (for inhabitation falls far ſhort of a perſonal union) 
it was not poſſible that the death of this humane perſon could 
make a full and perfect ſati faction. For how could the life. 
of a ſingle man 8 in value to the lives of al mani 
which were forfeited to Juſtice? If his (ſufferings were ſa- 
t1sfactory, this ſarigfaction muſt be made to the good will and 
pleaſure, and not to the juſtice of God, as the Socin. and 
Rem, ſtate-this matter. That is, God out of his ſingular 
WT + 55 8 * grace 
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ace and "WI. was o pleas d to accept nn me 
ead of the whole ſumm that was due to him, with which 
he was contented, tho it were but inconſiderable, and but a 
meer trifle in compariſon of what he might have demanded. 
But this account is highly derogatory to the Honour of 
© our bleſſed Saviour, as we ha ve plainly ſhew'd: and infinitely 
weakens. the hopes and ſecurity of us poor ſinners, which was 
the third thing to be confiderdin this doctrine of the ſa- 
tisfaction. For our ſecurity is chiefly founded in this, that 
| God is truly and fully ſatisfied by the death of Chriſt, ſo 
that if we perform the conditions of the New Covenant, 
we need not fear any obſtruction to our pardon from the 
threatnings of the Law, or demands of Fuſtice ; for theſe are 
as entirely ſatisfy d by the death of our Saviour (who was 
not only a divine perſon in whom the Eternal Word did 
youchſafe to dwell, but one and the ſame perſon with him) 
as if all mankind had dy d and thereby Kallen a ſacrifice 
to his diſpleaſure. In ſhort, his anger is atoned, his wrath 
 appeaſed, his Fuſtice fuly ſatisfy a, and God and man are now 
perfettly reconciled. 
I his was the conſtant opinion of the ancient Church. 
The Chriſtians of the firſt ages had no other notion, but 
= that he who was heir Saviour was their God; becauſe none 
BM who was leſs than he could accompliſh the great work of 
l their Salvation. And there were four things relating to 
this wonderful diſpenſation in which they did all agree, 
and which they conſtantly. maintain'd againſt all the Ene 


4 mies of their Saviour. 

© | Firſt, That the great end vf his coming into che — 
1 Was that he might be a ſacriſte for ſm, and thereby atone 
1 che diſpleaſure and /at5sfythe Juſticè of his Father, and re- 
_ concile him to mankind, who were obnoxious to his in- 
_ : be, both upon the account of original guile and cheir 
5 That this — and Satiefaltion was made by 


9 
his duce the puniſhment which was due to our fins, 
The Law threatned death to the tranſgreſſors of it, which 
therefore muſt be executed one way or other. Either the 
criminal maſt dy or ſome perſon for him. And. this our 
Saviour did by ſtanding in our room and ſtead, and en- 
during not only an 3 Aion or calamity, but a pro er pu 
niſoment. For he ſuffer d what the Law threatned; and 
what is executed in . purſuance of, that ſanction. Sol be 
properly a puniſhment, or elſe we can have no notion of it. 
Jah, That this ſaticfaction thus made was perfect and com- 
plete, the puniſliment which he underwent being adequate 
to the whole demerit of ſin. 
This was particularly inſiſted on by the orthodox in op- | 
poſition to Neſtorzus, and by which they refuted his im- 
pious e concerning our Saviour. How could the 


death of a meer man, ſay they, be equivalent to the ſins of the 


whole world? This was a thing that was: taken for granted 

on all hands. And therefore they make uſe of it as a 

principle and medium to prove the Divinity of Chriſt, They 

argue, I ſay, from it, and the argument is taken ab abſurdo: 
becauſe the denyal of that would be attended. with this 

miſchievous conſequence, viʒ. that the death of Chriſt: nei- 

ther was, nor could be a ſufficient ranſom, becauſe not OW 1 
to the puniſhment of mankind. 

That it was ſo, that the blood of Chriſt was 1 dee 
Gi that his death had avTiTe Ac \TEUSO0Y ariay TW a ne F T 
aww; was an opinion current among, all Chriſtians, 
not doubted of, and much leſs. deny d by the Neſtorzan He- 
reticks themſelves „who did not proceed ſo far in oppoſi- 
tion to our Saviour as to diſparage the dignity and weaken 
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the efficacy of his ſufferings as the Socinians and Remonſty. 
have done. This was indeed the neceſſary conſequence of 
their opinion, but never deliver d by them in direct terms. 
But times are alter d and with them opinions likewiſe. What 
was accounted abſurd in thoſe earlier ages, is by many re- 
puted Orthodox in ours: and what was then look d upon 
to be an important and ſacred truth, is now ridicul'd and 
| __ under the contemptible name of the doctrine of Equz- 

valents, TO hs ety 
_ 4thly, That ſince our Saviour made ſuch a full and complete 
fatisfattion,it was a clear proof of his Divinity. For how could 
the ſufferings of one man be equal to the puniſhment, and 
thereby fatisfy the juſtice of God for theſins of all mankind ? 
The ſufferings of Chrift did ſo indeed, and this was an 
argument of their ſaperlative worth and vertue ; but their 
dignity was owing to the Divine nature which was united 
to the Humane. ©arer@» Xexcs mw Iuwnpy; mh Xeacs The 
io/u0 F 707 ETW KATP RpaTwY Cx Fromm © eabey. It was God that 
| Ayed, and then tis no wonder that he ſhould lay down ſuch 
a price as was not only equal to our guilt, ai ix % 
mays nos vreoixsomy, but which did by many degrees ex- 
.ceed it. For the doctrine not only of Equivalents, but of 
ſuperabundants,, was the current opinion of the Ancient 
Church. His Lordſhip indeed hath very different appre- 
henſions of things from thoſe Ancients. For in his Diſc. 

p. 42. he tells us, That to affirm that à perſon of an infimte na- 
ture was only capable of act of infinite value, and that ſuch a 
one was neceſſary for the expiation of ſin, is one of thoſe metaphy= 
ral fprculations that the Scripture doth not ſet before us. And 
in his Letter to Bp. Williams, p.91. The do ctrine of equiva- 
dents is reckon d among the niceties of the Schoolmen: a matter not 
revealed in Scripture; no part of the doftrane of our Church, which 
reſts only in the general notion of expiation and reconciling us to 
Cod. "That Grotus managed the controverſy meerly in order to 
Eh: ; Veri 
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aſſert the expiatory vertue of this ſacrifice , without inſiſting on 


thoſe metaphyſical niceties and notions which had been antroduc d 


into it by Anſelm, it ſeems, in the end of the 12th Century; with 


which the Primitive Church was not acquainted. 


Who would not now imagine when he reads theſe paſſages _ 
and finds his Lordſbip ſo poſitive and peremtory in his affirma- 
tions, but that theſe things are juſt as he repreſents them. 


And yet upon examination the reader will find the quite 
contrary to be true. That Grotius when he aſſerted the e- 
Piatory vertue of Chriſt's death, intended ſuch an expiation 


as is perform'd by a plenary and perfect ſatisfaftion made, 


not only to the will, but to the Juſtice of od, and therefore 
cites Anſelm and Arnoldus in confirmation of his doctrine; 
and their notion of expiation was, that it was made 4% a 


payment of the whole debt: for they fay our Saviour ron ve 


debiti ſummam reddidit, & plus quam debetur. So that tho the 


4 of ſin did abound, the grace of Ch: iſt, and the merit of | 


I ſufferings did ſuperabound, 


Tis true the Schoolmen introduc d many niceties into Re- ? 
ligion, which the Scriptures do not lay before us, and 


with which the Ancient Fathers were not acquainted. But 


that this of an equivalent ſatisfaton is one of them we con- 
ſtantly deny. It was always believ'd by the Primitive Church, © 
and is the known doctrine of ours. Nay they both declare 


it to be not only à truth, but ſo important and neceſſary 
a truth, that without it we can have neither the faith, nor 
hope, nor deſerve the name of true Chriftians. : 
Thus St. Gyrdl in a Sermon preached publickly by him 
at Epheſus, tells his Auditors in the words of St. Paul, 1 Cor. 
6. 20. That we are bought with a price; not with corrupteble 


things, ſuch as ſilver and gold, but ni di with the precious - 
blood of Chriſt, 1 Pet. c. 1. v. 18. The preciouſneſs of which be 
makes, as we heard before, to conſiſt in this, that it was 


1 Vid. Conc. Epheſ. par. 2. Act. . WY 
| | who 


> 


TT 
who r this, as the Neſtorians by conſequence did, by 
diſow ning Chriſt's true divinity , he ſtyles arigua ave , 
mud arb, Children of perdition, a ſeed of falſhood, 
e I agοο e ures d tum õ run a u. who denyed the Lord that 
bought them. For to deny the dignity and value of that price 
by which they were purchaſed was, in his eſteem, the 
ſame as to deny that they were redeem'd and bought by 
Chriſt. Aud in his * Epiſt. to Valerian. he repeats what 
he had upon all other occaſions declared, that the death of 
Chriſt could not be a ſufficient expiation except it were God 
| that dyed for our ſins. And if he were not God that ſuf- 
fer d, how could God be ſaid to be born and to be incar- 
nate? and if he were neither born nor dyed for us, aN 
1 di d 15 xc uus e ο, 3, Heu mi mh. Ny i & TOTH A big. 
I Then there is an end put to the great myſtery of our Sal- 
vation, and to all our hopes of it, which are hereby en- 
tirely ſubverted. This was the common Faith of all good 
Chriſtians in thoſe early days, aud ſo up to the times of 
1 the Apoſtles, and from thence down to ours; and en 
larly. declar d by our * Church. 20 
= And chus at length we have brought to a concluſion 
| what was thought fit to be ſaid by way of Examination 
= of the Expoſitron of the ſecond Article of our Religion by my 
Lord of Sarum, which, tis to be hoped, will appear ſuffi- 
Tient to juſtify, in part, that charge which was brought 
1] againſt his Book by the Lower Houſe of Convocation : viz. 
1 That it was ſo far from being a juſt Expoſition, thateit contain d 
many things contrary to the Articles themſelves and other receiv d 
dot ines of. the Church of England. The Examination there- 
| | dre of what. is ſaid upon this and the other Articles by 
bis Lordſhip, becomes a duty neceſſarily incumbent upon 
_ Members of the Lr Houſe for ſeveral reaſons. SI 
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1 ft. A general. cation brought by chen a 85 link an 
eminent Prelate without the mention of ſpecialties,' may 
bring them likewiſe under a charge of ſcandal and defama- 
tion. It is requiſite therefore that they ſhould make good 
their Exceptions, not only by producing particular paſſages, , 75 
but likewiſe by offering thoſe arguments and Prot s upon 8 

which the exceptions were grounded. * 
Again: There are ſeveral other perſons who may - 
themſelves concern d in this matter, who, as his Lordſhip - 2 
tells us in the Preface , which is farther *confirm'd fince # 3 
by one of his friends, ſolicited him to this undertaking :1and* | 
after he had prepar d this work he communicated his pa -# to N 2 
veral perſons of great judgment and i integrity, and at laſt publiſh d e ! 
them with the moſt deliberate care and caution, This 4 ſo, 4 - 
thoſe other Learned Divine, as well as his Lordſhip, may © 
reaſonably expect ſatisfaction; who by their ſollicitation to 
have this work undertaken eee and approbation „ 
it afterwards, may think themſelves inciuded in this charge. ; 
Laſtly : "Tis ſaid, * That the greateſt prejudices are 27 75 — 


the writer and not againſt the work ; that the attempt againſt 
Book was a poor matter of diſguſt, which was unbecoming ſo great 
a Body as the Lower Houſe, and which in concluſion would refleft 
upon none but themſelves. All this? is ſaid with great aſſurance, 
but with as little regard to truth as there is to the reputation 
of that Aſſembly, which is thus uncharitably reflected upon. 
But when all is done, the truth and juſtice of this charge 
muſt be left to the judgment of all impartial Readers, who 
after they have carefully and calmly — d what is, or 
ſhall be ſaid on both fides, without paſſion and abe 
will then be ſure to ſhew their approbation or 1 of — 
the Expoſition, as they ſhall find juſt reſon. OL 
But the judicial and final determination of this We mt e 
reſeryed for that place where the accuſation firſt e and 2 
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